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Overview

School accountability, tougher standardsand

higher test scores have been buzzwordsin recent
political campaigns and school superintendents
speeches. Opinion pollsshow that the quality of
education isamajor concern among the public, and
measures have been proposed at all levels of
government to improve the academi c achievement
of our youth. The federal government has
established national education goals; statesare

devel oping report cardsto increase public scrutiny of
their schools; and localitiesaretrying to revamp their
educational systemsto improve academic outcomes.
The American Youth Policy Forum (AY PF) has
been at the forefront of effortsto identify effective
youthinitiativesin the areas of academic
achievement, preparation for careers, youth
development, and service-learning. Withthisnew
publication, AY PF offers 20 models of excellencein
rai sing academic achievement to guide policymakers,
educators and youth devel opment practitionersin
their work toward a better future for American
youth.

These 20 examples of excellence were drawn from
the 95 youthinitiativesincluded in AY PF' stwo
previous publications on successful youth programs:
Some Things DO M ake a Differencefor Youth
(1997) and MORE Things That DO Makea
Differencefor Youth (1999). Almost all the
programsincluded inthislist serve youthwho are
considered at high risk for academicfailure,
including youth from low-income and minority
backgrounds, immigrantswith low English
proficiency, and youth livingin public housing
projectsand ininner-city areas. Despitethese

challenges, eval uations conducted on these programs
show evidence of their success on multiple measures
of academic achievement, such astest scores, high
school graduation rates, and college enrollment and
retention.

Thisreport isdivided into two parts. Part Oneisan
Introduction, providing the historical context of the
recent concerns about academic achievement, the
criteriaused to select these programs, and an
analysis of thefeatures and strategiesthat the
programs employ to help students achieve. Part
Two includesthe summaries of program eval uations.
Thesummariesfollow an eight-section outline
composed of : overview, description of the
population served by the program, evidence of
effectiveness, key program components,
contributing factors (factors highlighted by the
evaluators as contributing to program success),
study methodol ogy, geographic area (program
location) and contact information.

Our expectationisthat this publication will
contribute to the knowledge base of what worksto
improve academic achievement for young people.
We also hope that it persuades researchersto
continueto search for featuresthat distinguish
successful academic programs. Finaly, the evidence
provided in the evaluation summaries printed here
should inspire and encourage more schoolsand
youth programsto eval uate the results of their work.
Not only does such evidence appeal to funders of
youthinitiatives, it ensuresthat programsare, in
fact, making a difference for youth.

American Youth Policy Forum
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Introduction

TheHistorical Context
¢ TheStorm

After along period of growth and dominance of the
international market, the American economy seemed
tofalterinthelate 1970s and early 1980s. The
country’seconomic woes, including alingering
recession and increasing trade deficit, were partialy
attributed to thelack of acompetent, well-trained
workforce. A wave of criticism swept over our
schools. A presidential task forcewasassembledin
1983 to analyze the status of public educationin the
United States. The task force report, A Nation at
Risk: The Imperative for Educational Reform,
ignited adebate among politicians, educators, and
thepublic at large. Thereport claimed that:

Our Nationisatrisk....Wereport to the
American people that while we can take
justifiable pride in what our schools and
colleges have historically accomplished and
contributed to the United States and the well-
being of its people, the educational foundations
of our society are presently being eroded by a
rising tide of mediocrity that threatens our very
future as a Nation and a people.*

School datawas not reassuring. Between the 1960s
and 1980s, scores on the Scholastic Aptitude Test
(SAT) had declined and proficiency levelsinreading,
mathematics and science had remained stagnant or
declined (particularly at the high school level).
Coursetaking in mathematics and science had not
increased for two decades. 1n 1982, less than 15%
of high school graduates had earned more than two
mathematics and two science credits.? Yet, scientific
discoveriesand technological developmentswere
changing theworld’'s economy and the demands
imposed on American society.® While occupations
requiring lessthan ahigh school diplomahad
declined from 40% to 15% of all availablejobs
between 1967 and 1987,* estimates of job growth

pointed to fields dependent on moreintensive
training, particularly those connected to mathematics
and science.®> As A Nation at Risk argued, to
remain competitive, the country required ahighly
educated workforce.® The United States also
needed an educated citizenship to maintain and
expand itsdemacraticidealsin agradually shrinking
world.” Educational outcomesthat had been
adequatefor theindustrial erawere no longer
satisfactory.

Throughout the next decade, the Federal
government passed a series of lawsthat encouraged
or required measuresto increase academic
achievement for all studentsandimprovetheir
chancesto pursue acollege education or afulfilling
career. For instance:

¢ Goals2000: Educate America Act, signed into
law in 1994, established national education goalsfor
all studentsand provides grantsto states (and
through them, to communities) to revamp failing
educational systems.

+ Improving America’s Schools Act of 1994,
which reauthorized the Elementary and Secondary
Education Act (ESEA), encouraged comprehensive
efforts by schools, communities and statesto reach
higher standardsfor all children.

*  The School-to-Work Opportunities Act, also
enacted in 1994, offered grantsto al of the states
for the planning and implementation of educational
systemsthat improved the transition from school to
work and postsecondary education for all students.

¢ The 1994 amendment of the Carl D. Perkins
\ocational and Applied Technology Education Act
provided fundsto improve vocational education and
establish partnerships between schools and
postsecondary institutions geared toward career
pathsthat include two years of postsecondary
education and offer an Associate’sdegree.

American Youth Policy Forum
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¢ TheHigher Education Act, reauthorized in
1998, focused on expanding accessto higher
education for all studentsthrough asystem of low
interest loans, grants and support programs,
including TRIO and GEAR UP2

By 1997, 46 states had al so enacted legislation
requiring high standardsfor all studentsand more
accountability from public schools. New testshave
been designed to reflect these concerns and, in some
states, schools and entire school districtsthat do not
reach established benchmarksare placed on
probation and may losetheir administrative
autonomy.®

TheAftermath

Theoverall effort to improve educational outcomes
seemsto have attained at | east partial success. In
the past decade:*®

More high school students are completing advanced
mathematics and science courses- AsFigure 1
shows, in 1982, 5% of high school graduates
completed mathematics courses at the advanced
academic level 11, and 6% compl eted courses at
level I11; in 1998, these rates were 15% and 12%
respectively (coursesat theselevelsinclude
trigonometry, pre-calculusand calculus). Similarly,
whilein 1982 lessthan 20% of the students
completed Chemistry | or Physics|, in 1998 over
30% had completed these courses. Theratesfor

completion of both courseswere 7% in 1982 and
18% in 1998, and for completion of Chemistry Il or
Physics 11 was 5% and 7% respectively.

+ High school graduates earned more credits
- 11982, high school graduates completed
on average 22 credits at graduation,
compared with an average of 25 creditsin
1998.

+ High school students have improved their
performance on standardized math and
science tests— As Figure 2 shows, in 1982,
half of the 17 year-oldstaking the National
Assessment of Educational Progress
(NAEP) mathematicstest scored at or

MATHEMATICS
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Figure 1: Percentage of high school graduates completing advanced Mathematics and science courses

Source: National Center for Education Statistics, The Conditions of Education 2000, p.157.
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above 300. On the NAEP sciencetest, 40%
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scored at or above 300. In 1996, the

percentages were 60% for mathematics and

50% in science.

Figure 2: Percentage of 17-year-old students
scoring at or above 300 on the NAEP testsurses
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Source: National Center for Education Statistics,
The Conditions of Education 2000, p.135

*

More youth are graduating from high

school and college - from 1971 to 1999, the

percentage of 25 to 29 year-olds who

completed high school rosefrom 78% to
88%, and those completing abachelor’s

degree or higher increased from 22% to

32%.

Fewer youth have dropped out of school -
from 1983 to 1997, the percentage of 16 to

24 year-olds who were not enrolled in

school and had not compl eted high school
or the equivalent declined from 14% to
11%.

Despite relative success, much work remainsto
be done. Improvement isslow, particularly in
the areas of the sciences and mathematics,
essential subjectsin thistechnol ogy-dominated
world. Many other indicators remain of
concern. For instance, thereisstill asignificant
achievement gap between white and minority
students. More than 30% of 16- to 24-year-old
Hispanics are not in school or have not
completed high school. Whilereading
performance of 8" gradersimproved in the past
decade, the performance of 4" and 12" graders
remained thesame. Inthe Third International
Mathematicsand Science Study (TIMSS) of
1995, American 4™ grade students scored above
international average, but 8" and 12™" graders
scored below the average on all tests.'

School reformersand youth program directors
throughout the country areworking hard to
increase academic achievement among
America syoung people. They have devel oped
programsthat have proven successful in
increasing student performance on standardized
tests, keeping and supporting studentsin school,
providing them with asolid foundation for a
postsecondary education and/or asuccessful
career, and hel ping them to become better
workers and citizens. Their work deservesto
be known, appreciated and replicated when
possible.

American Youth Policy Forum



Raising Academic Acheivement 4

Defining Successful Programs
¢ ToBeor Not toBe(Inclusion Criteria)

To refute the unfounded assumption that nothing
worksin programming for youth, the American
Youth Policy Forum (AY PF) published in 1997
Some Things DO Make a Difference for Youth:
A Compendium of Evaluations of Youth
Programs and Practices. The compendium
included summaries of evaluations of youth
programsthat were found to have apositive
influence on their young participants’ lives.
Policymakers, practitioners and educators
received the volume with such enthusiasm that
in 1999 AY PF published asecond compendium
— MORE Things that DO Make a Difference
for Youth. The compendia described 95
initiatives, including school reforms, school-to-
work, employment and training, service-
learning, English language devel opment, after
school programs, and others.

In preparation for thetwo AY PF compendia,
hundreds of evaluations were collected with the
use of multiple search strategiesthat included:
(2) national databases, such asthe Educational
Resources Information Center (ERIC),
Sociological Abstracts and the National
Criminal Justice Reference Service (NCJIRS);
(2) the Internet; (3) phone cals, e-mail and
faxesto program coordinators, policymakers,
funding officersand researchers; (4)
distribution of flyersrequesting evaluations
during forums, conferencesand similar events;
and (5) arequest for evaluations posted on our

home page (www.aypf.org).

The evaluations collected were then reviewed
according to three criteria:*2

+ Program characteristics. programs and
practices had to target school-aged children
and older youth and aim for long-term
influence on participants

+ Dataproduced: datahad to demonstrate
program effectivenessto improvelife
prospects of participants

+ Quality of evaluation: evaluation sample,
design and methodol ogy had to follow
accepted research standards

The evaluationsthat met those criteriawere
summarized and eval uators and program staff
reviewed the summariesfor accuracy. In
addition, external reviewersread each of the
summaries, asked questions, made comments,
and assessed once more the overall quality of
the documents. Thetwo compendiainclude 133
evaluations of 95 youth programs.

To beincluded in the current publication, the
eval uations were submitted to a second
selection process with three added criteria:

1. Quantitative measures of effectiveness:
programs had to present quantitative
measures of students academic
performance; evaluationsthat had only
gualitative measures, such as self-esteem
and satisfaction with the program, were not
included.

2. Sudy methodology: the evaluations had to
use asystematic process of comparison,
such as pre- and post-test comparisons,
comparisons with baseline data, and
matched comparisonsor control groups.

American Youth Policy Forum
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3. Academic Success. programs had to show
positive changes in measures of academic
performance, as discussed below.

¢ Defining*” Success’

In apublication about successful programs, the
most important selection criteriaisrelated to
program results. Programsin thisreport had to
show successin improving the academic
achievement of their participants, which does
not mean that they had to show positive changes
inall indicators. The overall program resuilt,
rather than each of its measures, wasthe
guidelinefor inclusion under the successful
label. Theterm successisdefinedin
relationship to what the studentswould
probably obtainif they had not attended the
program (measured through comparison against
asimilar group of students or against baseline
data). Therefore, the reader will notice that
often successis as small as agrade level
changein thereading score. Other times,
success means, for example, that studentsina
program arethreetimesmorelikely to graduate
than students who were not in the program.

There are many methods to measure academic
achievement. Thisreport followsa
conservative approach that focuses on
attendance and dropout rates, grades, credits
earned, standardized test scores, high school
graduation, and college admissionsand
completion. We sought eval uationsthat had
multiple measures of impact to avoid an over-
reliance on one measure such as grades or test
scores. We redlize that grades may not be the
best measure of student knowledge and
standardized tests can be culturally biased.
However, we accept these imperfect indicators
because they are the means by which states
evaluate student and school achievement,
college admissions committeesjudge student

readiness, and prospective employers assess
applicants' potential for job success. The
vignettesbelow highlight the findings of the
program eval uations summarized in thisreport.
Full descriptions of findingsarefound inthe
summaries.

+ Attendance and Dropout Rates

Retention in the programisthefirst prerequisite
for success. Before students can do well
academically, they need to be motivated to
cometo the program and participate.
Reinforcing thiscommon sense observation, the
evaluation of Sponsor-a-Scholar showed a
strong correl ation between the rate of
absenteeism in 9" grade and future academic
performancefor both program and non-program
students. Asexpected, the more astudent was
involved in the program, the higher hisor her
chances of attaining the proposed goals.

Project ABACUSserves New York City
studentswith low English proficiency. The
average school attendancerate in the program
was 96%, compared to 87% for studentsin the
same schools who were not involved with the
program. At the Junior ROTC Career
Academies (JROTC-CA), 77% of the students
were Hispanic, the student group with the
highest dropout ratein the country.®* JROTC-
CA had an 11% rate of absenteeism, compared
with 15% for studentsin other career
academies and magnet schools, 20% for
studentsin no specia programs, and 21% for
regular JROTC students (programs not
integrated with career academies.)

Many programsin thisreport succeeded in
reducing dropout rates even though they served
astudent population that tendsto |eave schools
in higher numbers. The Quantum
Opportunities Program (QOP) serves youth
from familieswho are on public assistance.

American Youth Policy Forum
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QOP dropout rates were significantly lower
than the rates of amatched control group (23%
vs. 50%). Advancement Via Individual
Determination (AVID) is geared toward low-
income students whose parents did not attend
college. AVID schoolsin Californiahad a37%
decline in dropout rates over three years,
compared with a14% declinein non-AVID
schools.

Figure 3: Comparing absenteeism rates
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B cA/Magnet

Source: Hanser et al. (1999)

JROTC-CA JROTC Career Academies

CA/Magnet Other Career Academies/Magnet schools
Other No special program

JROTC JROTC programs not related to career academies

¢ Gradesand Test Scores

Studentswho remain in aprogram will have more
opportunitiesto learn and therefore, toimprovetheir
academic performance. The most frequent
measures of academic performancein primary and
secondary education are grades and standardized
test scores. Studentsin JROTC-CA earned a40%
higher Grade Point Average (GPA) at 2.39 than
students outside the academies who earned a2.05
on average. Youth River Watch in Austin, Texas,
engages academically struggling studentsin ahands-
on research project to measure the city’ s water

quality. Despitetheir initial academic problems, at
the end of the program, River Watch students
average grade on a 100 point scale was 3 points
higher than the control group (82.3 vs. 79.2
respectively). Project Learn, of the Boys & Girls
Clubs of America (B& GCA), provides youth who
livein public housing with academically-oriented
after-school programs. Program participants
increased their grades by 5 points, from aC+
average (78.5) before the program to a B average
(83.5) afterwards.

Giventhedifficulty of comparing gradesand credits
from school to school, state educational assessment
officialsand college admission officersrely on
standardized tests to corroborate other measures of
academic achievement. Mandatory standardized
testing also allows programs and school initiativesto
measuretheir participants’ performance against
comparison groups. The evaluation of Maryland’s
Tomorrow reveal ed that participants outscored non-
participants on astandardized state achievement test
inall 27 school s studied with average passing rates
of 78% vs. 62% for the comparison group. Results
from the Texas Assessment of Academic Skills
(TAAS) revealed that Tech-Prep studentsincreased
pass rates by 16% compared to a 12.4% increase
among studentsin mainstream classes.

Understanding that statewidetestsvary in difficulty
and cut scores, college admissions officers continue
torely on the Scholastic Assessment Test (SAT) for
comparing academic achievement nationwide.
Getting more students to take the SAT or other
nationally standardized examsisan achievement in
itself. The Gateway to Higher Education
(Gateway) program wasfound to improve not only
the frequency of test taking but also the scores,
raising participant’s SAT math scores by morethan
60 points and verbal scores by 30 points over the
national average. Project ASHS New York, serves
LEP students who are over the age limit to attend
high school. During the period of evaluation, close
to 2,000 ASHS students who had taken the SAT
prior to coming to the program took the test again
afterwards. Of these, 97% showed an average gain
of 16.5 pointsin the second test.

American Youth Policy Forum



¢ Credits Earned and Advanced Cour se-Taking

While gradesmeasureincremental progresswithin
courses, the number of credits earned represents
concrete steps toward ahigh school diploma. The

Raising Academic Acheivement 7

studentsin JROTC-CA not only earned higher

GPAS, but also earned an average of 47.5 credits per
year (from amaximum of 60 credits).** Thiswas
four more credits per year than studentsin other
magnet or career prep programs and 12 more than
studentstaking traditional curricula. Participantsin

Student Support Services nationwideincreased
college credits earned by amean of 2.25 in the three
yearsof thelongitudinal study. Similarly, studentsat
Upward Bound programs compl eted at |east one
more high school credit than control group

members, and Hispanic students completed two high
school credits more than the control group.

Onefina measure of success from school dataisthe
proportion of studentstaking academically
challenging courses. High Schools That Work

80
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Figure 4: The academic impact of the Boys & Girls Clubs of America Project LEARN
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Control youth in public housing projects without B GCA

[Tested with a program designed exam after 18 months in Project Learn.]
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increased the percentage of studentstaking four or
morefull-year coursesin mathematicsfrom 32%to
40%. Inthe school year 1993-94, Hoke County
High School, North Carolina, initiated
comprehensivereformsto improveitsoverall
performance. From 1993 to 1996 the number of
studentstaking college preparatory biology courses
increased from 37% to 85%. Ninety-eight percent
of Gateway graduatestook advanced mathematics
courses compared with 52% of high school
graduatesin acomparison group. Gateway students
also took chemistry and physics morefrequently
than the comparison group (97% vs. 56% and 83%
vs. 25% respectively).

¢ High School Graduation

High School graduation isimportant for gaining
higher wages, better employment, and college
acceptance. Itisno surprisethat many programs
serving high school studentsfocusheavily on
improving the chancesfor graduation. Withlong-
term staff support, QOP participantsaremorelikely
to graduate than peersin the control group (63% vs.
42%). Seventy-one percent of | Have a Dream
studentsin Chicago graduated from high school,
compared to 37% in the control group. Students at
the Career Academiesin Californiawere 8.7% more
likely to graduate from high school than similar
studentsin non-academy schools. Ninety percent of
Gateway students graduated within the evaluation
period, compared to 73% for asimilar group of
students who did not have the program.®®

¢ College Access and Retention

With theincreasingly technol ogical nature of today’s
workforce, college access, retention, and completion
aremoreimportant than ever inimproving young
people’s chances for a better future. Many of the
programs selected focus on increasing the college
readiness of their studentsand facilitating their
access to postsecondary education. More than 92%
of Gateway participants and 93% of AVID aumni
(students who began the program with a C average)
enroll infour-year colleges. Of AVID alumni, 89%

Figure 5: Increasing Graduation Rates
(A Brief Look at Three Programs)
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remained in collegetwo yearslater, compared with a
national college enrollment rate of 75% and two-
year retention rate of 60%. Students at the Career
Academiesin Californiawere 11.6% morelikely to
attend a postsecondary institution, and 17.9% more
likely to goto afour-year college than non-academy
students. Similarly, more QOP graduates pursued
postsecondary education than the control group
(42% vs. 16%), and more attended a four-year
college (18% vs. 5%). Sponsor-a-Scholar
participantswere nearly threetimesmorelikely to
attend collegethefirst year after high school. A
similar finding isreported for | Havea Dream
students.

Yet accessisonly part of the story. Many programs
also focus on improving student retention after they
enter postsecondary education.’® CollegeBound
studentswho entered the University of Maryland
had a 17% dropout rate vs. 47% for comparable
Baltimore graduates. Eighty-nine percent of AVID
graduatesremained in collegetwo years after they
entered, arate 60% higher than the national average.
Participantsin Student Support Services stayed at
the same postsecondary institution for three years at
a9% higher rate than amatched comparison group.
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Strategiesof Successful Youth Programs
Figure 6: Enroliment rates at four-year colleges;
how AVID minority students What makesaprogram successful ? What strategies
gy CHRLE ol iEieE] A motivate studentsto cometo the program and learn?
These are the questionsthat we tried to answer
50 through acareful andysisof thesuccessful programs
0 o included inthisreport. To pursuethisanalysis, we
madeaninitia list of program componentsaccording
30 - to descriptionsin the eval uationsand program literature
(brochures, reports etc), supplemented by resultsof a
20 comprehensivesurvey of al 95 programsconductedin
Fal 1999. Wedso listed thefeaturesthat the
e evaluatorsconsidered as ontributing to the program
0 success (included under “ contributing factors” inthe
African Americans Latinos SJmmaneS) Th|S| n|t|a| ||$ Contal naj 80featur$.
Using aprocessof coding,*” we started to consolidate
B AvID average [ National average the features until we were left with five overarching

strategies shared by most of the programs:

~
A Note on Equity

Many of the programs and school reforms analyzed in this report focus on raising the
academic achievement of groups traditionally at higher risk of failing academically, including
racial/ethnic minorities, youth from low-income families and others. A crucial component of
assessment for initiatives that serve large and varied groups of youth is to disaggregate their
data by sub-groups, such race/ethnicity, gender and family income, to ensure that all
participants achieve success. Though disaggregation of outcome data may require more work
during the data collection phase and can reveal limitations of program strategies, it is
absolutely essential, because average score increases can hide serious gaps in student
achievement. This is an issue of equity and fairness for youth intervention strategies that
claim to help all young people reach high levels of academic achievement. Sometimes
disaggregated data shows that a specific sub-group of youth may not be receiving adequate
attention or the intervention does not respond to their needs. For other programs, outcomes
for those sub-groups may show greater improvement than outcomes for all youth in the
program and programs should receive additional credit for closing gaps.

Evaluations of AVID, Upward Bound, Gateway and Career Academies all break down their
impact assessments by race and/or income levels. Fifty-five percent of African Americans and
43% of Latinos who complete the AVID program, for example, attend four-year colleges
compared to national averages of 33% and 29% respectively. Gateway, which raised the SAT
scores of all participants, also dramatically increased the scores of African Americans and
Puerto Ricans in the program by 200 points over the national averages for these groups. The
disaggregated data from these programs convinced the American Youth Policy Forum of the
need to assess the strategies and impact of youth programs that improve minority academic
achievement. This led to the development of our compendium of research on this topic
tentatively titled What We Know About Raising Minority Academic Achievement
(forthcoming summer 2001).

American Youth Policy Forum



Raising Academic Acheivement 10

High Expectationsfor Youth, Program and Staff
Personalized Attention

Innovative Structure/Organi zation

Experientia Learning

Long-Term Support

L R R R R ¢

Our analysis suggeststhat the key to successisnot
any one of these strategies, but rather amix of
elementsfrom thefive strategiesthat help students
attain well-defined goals. Inthe next several pages,
wediscuss each of thefive strategiesand give
examplesof how the programshighlighted inthis
report implement these strategies.

¢ High Expectationsfor Youth, Program and
Staff

Theterm *high expectations’ has different meanings
indifferent settings. Infact, high expectationsare
often applied only to one of the partnersin the
teaching/learning process. When applied only tothe
students, high expectations often result in demanding
programsthat cannot deliver what they expect.
Similarly, aprogram where high expectationsare
limited to those who are morelikely to succeed (and
who will succeed even with no further help) cannot
claim success. Program administrators frequently
claimto have high expectationsfor their programs
and participants. Thechallengeishow to translate
these abstract conceptsand lofty goalsinto
achievement.

Thefollowing featuresreflect high expectationsfor
both participantsand programs: academically
challenging programmatic content; the expectation
that all students havethe ability to succeed; clear,
well-defined education goals; ongoing staff training;
and rigorous program evaluation.

Thetraditional interpretation of high standardsin
youth programming emphasi zestheimportance of
setting challenging goalsfor young people. For
example, the B& GCA devel oped an after-school
project to enhance the educational achievement of
childrenliving in public housing projects. The
program required childrento pursue acarefully
planned schedul e of activities, while providing them
with supportsand incentivesto inspire achievement.

C-average studentsarerarely encouraged to attend
college preparatory classesthat are geared toward
studentswith higher GPAs. The AVID program
serveswell-behaved, C-average studentsand
requiresthem to take advanced academic level
classesand introductory college coursework.
Advanced coursetaking, including high level math
and science courses and Advanced Placement
courses, isacore part of Gateway's strategy for
student success. All the TRIO programs and
Sponsor-a-Scholar also emphasize advanced course
taking. Overcoming low expectationsfor youthisan
important strategy for all the programsin thisreport.
Successfor All/Exito para Todos epitomizesthis
approach initsphilosophy that all children canlearn
toread at early ages. In Chicago, | Have a Dream
believesthat children from low-incomefamiliescan
realizetheir dreamsof going to college. The program
requiresitsstudentsto attend college preparatory
classeswhile pairing them with local sponsorswho
give them much needed financial and persona
support.

High standardsfor program implementation are
shown through an emphasis on continuous, high
quality staff training and rigorous program
evaluation. These high standardsfor program
implementation are necessary to help young people
achieve high expectations—as needed asthe
personalized attention and innovative curricula
described in the next sections. B& GCA trains staff,
volunteers, and parentsto help the youth stick to
their scheduled enrichment activities, and their
program eval uation was one of the most
comprehensive studiesinthisreport, including
comparison and control groupsaswell asan 18-
month follow-up study. Thisfollow-up study
revealed that average grades of B& GCA participants
were significantly higher than the grades of non-
participantsfrom similar backgrounds. Well-trained
staff for | Have a Dreamfacilitate therelationship
between studentsin the program and their sponsors.
A comprehensive, third-party evaluation of the
program assessed the success of itsimplementation
and outcomes, revealing that “ dreamers’ weretwice
aslikely to graduate from high school and four times
morelikely to enroll in four-year collegesthan their
peers. Anongoing monitoring and eval uation
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system guaranteed that AVID staff and tutors
received extensive training and that the students
were meeting the program’s high expectations.

When programs are fully implemented after aninitial
pilot phase, faithfulnessto the model isamajor
concern, and rigorous eval uations ensure quality
replication and continuous support for high
expectations. The evaluation of High Schools That
Work showed that improved academic achievement
was positively related to how well the site had
reproduced themodel. Similarly, findingsfrom the
national evaluation of Tech-Prep indicated that the
closer the program isto the model proposed inthe
Tech-Prep legidation, the greater itslikelihood to
succeed.’® The Tech-Prep implementation in Texas,
whichishighlightedin thisvolume, closely reflects
and improves upon the national model. Evaluators
of Maryland’s Tomorrow emphasize quality of
implementation asan important element for program
success. They suggest that sound implementation
depends on continuous assessment (amix of self-
assessment and adoption of standard systems) and
cooperation among all stakeholders (parents,
teachersand administrators).

¢ Personalized Attention

Asuniqueindividuals, each program participant has
specific needs, strengths and weaknesses. Each will
respond to the challenge of “high expectations” with
hisor her idiosyncrasiesand talents, difficultiesand
bravado. Being different, they cannot conform to
“one-size-fits-all” models. Personalized attentionis
an attribute of al programsinthisreport, andis
provided through the adoption of small learning
environments, the use of individual help and
support, and a concern for the youth that may need
extraservicesand supports.

Seventeen of the 20 selected programsfunctionin
small learning environments. Under thisrubric, we
included one-on-oneinstruction (mentoring and
tutoring), small groupinstruction, small classes,
small schools, and school-within-a-school
arrangements. | Have a Dream, CollegeBound,
Sponsor-a-Scholar, Sudent Services Support and
Upward Bound offer individualized attention to

studentsthrough long-term tutoring or mentoring
systems. At Youth River Watch, youth are closely
accompanied by knowledgeable adult staff and peer
mentors. B& GCA encourages small group
conversationswith knowledgeable adultsasa
learning strategy. High Schoolsthat Work offersa
mix of tutors and resource teachersto provide extra
help for studentswho are struggling academically.
ABACUSstudentsdevel op individualized study
plansthat areimplemented viacomputer-assisted
instruction. AVID and Success for All/Exito para
Todos emphasize small learning groups. Gateway
adoptssmall classes and keepsteacher-student
communitiestogether for four years. QOP hasa
maximum of 25 participants per program. Career
Academies, JROTC-CA and Turner Tech break large
schoolsinto smaller school -within-a-school units.
Some of the Maryland's Tomorrow sites operate as
school-within-a-school, while others use a pull-out
structure.

Personalized attention goes beyond academic
support to include an overall concern with the youth
asaperson. Assistance comesin many forms, such
as support with homework, referral to health care
and social services, career exploration, filling out
college applicationsand financial assistanceforms,
hel ping the youth’sfamily and ensuring astable,
supportive adult presencein the youth’slives.
Individualized financial assistanceisafeatureof five
programsthat focus on providing youth from low-
incomefamilieswith opportunitiesto enroll in
college. For these young people, too often, awealth
of mentors, small study groups, curricular reforms,
and high expectations cannot overcome concrete
financial barriersto college access. Sponsor-a-
Scholar addressesthisissueby dlicitinga
commitment of both time (five years) and money
($6000) from mentors. This money covers books
and travel expenses during students’ collegeyears,
anditisacrucia supplement to other needs-based
support that studentsreceive. | Have a Dream
sponsors make similar commitments of time and
money to help dreamersenroll in college. Upward
Bound offers high school freshman and sophomores
small stipends, in addition to financial aid planning.
CollegeBound paysfor the costs of higher education
not covered by need- or merit-based scholarships
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and assistance, while QOP offers matched savings
plansto help participants pay for future education
andtraining.

Some of the selected programs also foster
environmentsthat encourage and reward individual
achievement. B& GCA holds public ceremoniesto
reward participantsfor their performance. When
Youth River Watch participants present their findings
to experts, they know that their work isvalued — a
symbolic but important reward for youth who come
to the program with thelabel of “under-achievers.”
However, most of the programs do not emphasize
therole of awardsand other special incentiveson
achievement.

¢ Innovative Structure/Organization

Tofulfill their high expectationsand maintain high
standards, program planners and implementers must
dareto beinnovative. Innovative changesin
structure and organization used by the programsin
thisreport include: paying attention to the research;
flexible hours of operation; extending the school
year; using the summer months and after-school
time; changesin teacher and administrator roles;
team teaching and teacher involvement in program
design; and family, businessand community
involvement.

Thefirstinnovationisasimple, but rarely adopted
measure among educators— to embrace research-
based solutionsfor well-known problems. For
example, the use of small learning communities
described in the preceding section. Providing
flexible schedulesisanother research-proven
strategy. Itiswell-known that many older, low-
incomeyouth, particularly fromimmigrant families,
must work to help their families. The conflict
between school and work schedules eventually
pushes many of them away from school . Aware
of this problem, two programsthat serve older youth
— ASHSand some Maryland’'s Tomorrow's sites—
replaced thetraditional Monday through Friday,
morning-to-afternoon hourswith flexible schedules
that work around participants needs.

Changesin learning time are another innovation of
these programs. Hoke County High School and
Union City School District avoid the continuing
disruption of fifty-minute classesthrough block
schedulesthat provide studentswith longer exposure
toeach discipline. Educatorsregularly complain
about the declinein learning that occursduring the
long summer vacation. Gateway schools solved this
problem by extending the school year to 11 months,
with amonth-long summer program for students
who are entering the ninth grade. They also offer a
summer program at universitiesand research
institutesfor juniorsand seniors. Sponsor-a-Scholar
and Upward Bound also use the summer monthsto
provide studentswith extraacademic support,
including study skillsand SAT preparatory classes.
Summer classesat local community collegesgive
these youth ataste of collegelife. Both B& GCA
and Youth River Watch are after-school programs
that prolong the academic experienceinto hours
when most youth areidle.?

In some of these programs, teachers are at the
forefront of innovation, revamping traditional rules,
planning and devel oping curriculaand establishing
standards. At Turner Tech, no barriersexist
between teachers and administrators. Together, they
shareteaching, administrative and counseling duties
within the school, and are expected to berole
models. At Successfor All/Exito para Todos
teachers meet regularly to coordinate activitiesand
approaches centered on theindividual child.
Coordination among teachersfor curriculum
planning and devel opment isal so part of Career
Academies and Tech Prep. Teacherswere actively
involved from the beginning in the comprehensive
reform that changed Union City from an under-
achieving schooal district into asuccessful,

technol ogy-driven school district.

Family and community involvement are known
strategiesto bridge the divide between schoolsand
the youth’s social network. High Schools That
Work includes parents/guardians as members of their
advisory council. ABACUS, B& GCA, Hoke County
and Success for All/Exito para Todos offer
workshops and referral servicesfor families. Union
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City School District connects teachers and parents
through the Internet and has devel oped a* parent
university” with math, science, computer, English as
asecond language and parenting skillsclasses.
Partnershipswith local employers permeatethe
concept of Career Academies, Maryland's
Tomorrow, and Turner Tech. ABACUSinvolvesthe
local ethnic communitiesin the planning and
development of extra-curricular activities. B& GCA,
| Have a Dream, QOP, Sponsor-a-Scholar and
Upward Bound rely intensely on the community for
mentoring activitiesand for servicereferral.

¢ Experiential Learning

A reinvigorated educationa environment requires
new instructional strategiesthat make learning
exciting and meaningful to students' lives. One
strategy to impart real world skillswith classroom
learningisto overhaul thetraditional separation
between academic and vocational curricula. Of the
12 secondary school programsincludedinthis
report, seven integrate demanding academic
coursework with career preparation. ABACUS offers
bilingual courseson business, law and health careers
to help LEP students master both the English
language and valuable work-related skills. Turner
Tech planstheir academies according to career
opportunitiesin the Miami/Dade County area. The
academiesprovideinstruction in thearts, academics
and vocational subjectssuch asindustrial
technology, finances, television production, and
applied businesstechnology. Integration of
academicswith vocational educationisalso an
essential component of Career Academies, Career
Academies JROTC, High Schools That Work, Hoke
County, and Tech Prep.

However, not al successful programsinclude career
and vocational education topicsintheir curricula
AVID and Gateway are strictly academic programs
that emphasize college preparatory courses, such as
advanced level mathematics, sciencesand foreign
languages. Union City hasastrong technology
program, but no references were found to vocational
courses. ASHSfocuses on preparing older youth for
GED classesor college entrance examinations. The
datawe have does not allow for comparisons

between thetwo groups of programs-thosefocusing
solely on academics and those with acareer focus,
sincethe evaluations use different indicators of
success and distinct comparison groups.

In addition to the school programs geared toward
career preparation cited above, some out-of-school
programsthat serve secondary studentsalso provide
participantswith work-related experiences, including
| Have a Dream, Student Support Services and
Maryland’s Tomorrow. Learning for the workplace
isnot the only strategy adopted by the selected
programsto motivate students and prepare them for
adult life. Community serviceisafeaturein AVID,
B& GCA, Maryland’s Tomorrow and QOP.
Familiarizing studentswith technology isagoal of at
least four programs. ABACUSand QOP use
computer-assi sted instruction that enables students
to work at their own pace. Technology enhances
staff training at Hoke County, and Union City
connected the school s to the community and the
world through the Internet. JROTC-CA uses
military instruction by retired military personnel to
instill asense of responsibility, disciplineand
leadershipintheir young students. Youth leadership
training isalso part of B& GCA, Maryland’s
Tomorrow and QOP strategies. Youth River Watch,
aprogram for middle and high school studentswho
areat risk of dropping out of school, includes both
strategies: work-rel ated experiencesand community
services. The program gives stipendsto students
who test the city’swater quality. Whiledoing this
serviceto the community, the studentsare learning
and applying concepts of mathematics, sciencesand
technical English. They also develop desirable
work-related skills, such ascompl eting tasks,
working in groups, writing research reportsand
presenting findingsto an assembly of experts.

Considering that funisanimportant (and healthy)
part of life, afew programsmix activitiesthat are
both fun and educational. Successfor All/Exito
para Todos, the only program for elementary school
childreninthis publication, balancesitsacademic
focuswith artsand kinetic activities. Gateway
exposes|ow income, inner-city studentsto avariety
of cultural experiences, such asattendance at
operas, symphoniesand theater, visitsto museums
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and contact with scientists. ABACUShelps
immigrant students become familiar with their new
country through field tripsto places of cultural
significance. B& GCA useseducational games, field
tripsto museums and theaters, and discussionswith
knowledgeable adultsto encourage youth from
public housing projectsto succeed academically.

¢ Long-Term Support

Finally, successful programsunderstand that
changing study habits and teaching young people
how to think are complex tasksthat require
dedication and time. Two main strategies programs
useto providelong-term support are continuing the
program for ayear or more and providing transition
services.

Most programsin thisreport serve youth for one
year or more. B& GCA academic project is open
entry, and youth can participate as students, and
then continue on as mentors. Student Support
Servicesassists|ow-income college studentsaslong
asthey need to continue their education. The Tech
Prep model isoften expanded upontoincludeall
four years of high school, rather than only thefinal
two high school years. Several programs continue
to serve youth for four or more years. In QOP, adult
mentors remain with the same cohort of young
peoplefor four years, beginning at the 9" grade,
even if the youth drop out of high school.
Maryland’s Tomorrow provides high school students
five yearsof services. Many youth actually maintain
contact with their mentors or program staff for
longer periods.

Providing transition servicesisalso acommon
strategy. All the high school programsdiscussed in
thisreport offer transition servicesto support youth
inthedifficult period when they are preparing to
leave school but are still not sure about their future.
These services may be as simple as ongoing career
guidance, or ascomplex as placing studentsin
collegefreshmen introductory classesto offer them
afirst-hand experiencein collegelife. TheTech
Prep model isdesigned with thistransition periodin
mind. It attemptsto smooth the passage from high
school to postsecondary education through
cooperative agreements between secondary and
postsecondary education institutions. | Havea
Dream, CollegeBound, Sponsor-a-Scholar and
Upward Bound al so aid with the transition process
by providing youth with stable adult rel ationships
throughout their high school careersand thefirst few
yearsof college.

Youth devel opment research indicatesthat helping
young people achieve successrequires dedication,
competence and time. In response to research
findings, The Workforce Investment Act requires
longer term servicesand 12 to 24 month follow-up
after program completion from youth training
initiatives. The programsreviewed for thisreport
concur with the youth devel opment findings. For
instance, the evaluation of Upward Bound shows
that the earlier the studentsare involved with the
program, the morelikely they areto profit fromit.
The research on youth programsis clear about the
importance of long-term strategies. For programsto
boost academic achievement of young people, we
can say with confidencethat short-term, quick fix
interventionsdo NOT work.
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Conclusions

Despite thewidespread assertion that “ nothing
works’# in programs for youth, rigorous evaluation
studiesreveal that youth programs can be
successful. The 20 programs selected for thisreport
provide evidencethat improving the educational
achievement of American youth— including
minority, economically deprived youth—is
possible. With the help of outside evaluators, or
through their own interest and efforts, program staff
collected hard data, indicating real gainsin academic
achievement for their participants. When compared
to peersor to their own previous academic
performance, the youth attending these programs
have higher test scores, graduate from school in
higher numbers, and enter and remainin collegein
higher numbers.

Analyses of successful youth programs indicate that
they share common features, regardless of their
purpose and focus.?? The programs selected for
thisreport share five basic strategies. First, they
hold stakeholdersto high standards and have high
expectations for all —youth, program and staff
alike. Second, they offer personalized learning
environments, where services are tailored to each
youth often in small learning communities. Third,
they dare to be innovative, breaking with
traditional structuresand utilizing research
findings to improve outcomes. Fourth, learning is
no longer a boring process, disconnected fromthe
youth’s lives, but rather a process that can be
immediately applicable and even fun. Fifth,
because changes in behavior and attitudes require
consistency and patience, these programs are
grounded in long-term, stable relationships with
adults who support the youth as they embark on the
difficult, but exciting journey to adulthood.

Asidefrom ashared set of highly successful
outcomes, the programsin thisreport are quite
different from each other. Some are school-based

programs; othersare after-school or out-of-school
initiatives. Some have very focused objectives, such
asimproving the reading achievement of elementary
school children; othersare alast resourcefor youth
who are struggling intraditional learning settings.
Still others have theambitiousgoal of helping
disadvantaged youth beat the odds and succeed in
college. These programsare bundled together here,
becausethey all have the same message: if wetrust
youth and givethem appropriatetools, they will
succeed in education.

Itisour hopethat thisreport will provide
policymakers, educators, youth devel opment
practitionersand familieswith apowerful guideto
successful educational strategiesthat should be
emulated, expanded and replicated. For those who
fear that mediocrity in public educationisan
invincible monster, the programsin thisreport
reassurethat if such amonster exists, itis
vulnerable.

However, asthefindings suggest, good intentions
and dedication are not enough. Financial and
political supportsareessential elementsin any
attempt to ameliorate complex social problems, such
aslow educational achievement. The
comprehensive reform of Union City School
Didtrict relied on extrafinancial support fromthe
state and alarge corporation. Youth River Watch has
the city’sfinancial support. Career Academiesare
often costlier toimplement than general track
programs and many of them seek external sources
of funds. JROTC-CA received help from the
Department of Defense. Private foundations and
public funds support most programsin thislist.
Society must hold itself to high standards and
expectations and make acommitment to improving
the academi c achievement of American youth, for
thereisno worthier investment in our future.
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TheFinal List: High Academic Achievement
Programsand School I nitiatives

Evaluations of 20 programsmet all our criteriaand
are presented here. Exclusion from thisreport in no
way indicatesthat the other programsin thetwo
compendiawere of lessquality than the ones

selected. Itindicatesonly that the eval uations of
those programs did not meet our added criteriafor
thisreport or that their measures of successwere
not rel ated to academic performance.

Thefollowing programshave significantly improved
the academi c achievement of young people:

KABACUS/ASHS: NY | Have a Dream b
Advancement Vialndividua Determination Maryland’s Tomorrow
(AVID) Quantum Opportunities Program (QOP)
Boys& GirlsClubsof America(B& GCA) Sponsor-a-Scholar
Career Academies: CA Student Support Services
Career Academies—Junior ROTC Successfor All/Exito paraTodos
(JROTC-CA) Tech Prep: TX
CollegeBound Turner Technical ArtsHigh School
Gateway to Higher Education Union City School District: NJ
High Schools That Work Upward Bound
L Hoke County High School Youth River Watch )

Note: Two programs- ABACUS and ASHS - were summarized together for the second compendium and
will remain together inthisreport. The summary of Boys & Girls Clubs of Americawas modified from
the compendium version to include only its academic program (the original version includes two
evaluations, one of themrelated to their drug prevention program). Contact information has been

updated.
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ABACUS & ASHS: New York City

A Summary of:

The Academic Bilingual and Career
Upgrading System (Project ABACUS): Final
Evaluation Report, 1993-94

Auxiliary Services for High Schools (Project
ASHS): Final Evaluation Report, 1993-94

Both evaluations by the Office of Educational
Research, New York City Board of Education (New
York, NY)

Overview

New York City hasavariety of bilingual education
programsaimed at helping itslarge student
populationwith limited English proficiency (LEP).
The programs are funded under Title VI of the
Elementary and Secondary Education Act and are
evaluated by the New York City Board of
Education. Thissummary includestwo of the
programs eval uated during the School Year 1993-94.
The Academic Bilingual and Career Upgrading
System (Project ABACUS) offers pre-vocational
training in careersrelated to business, law or health
to LEP students. Auxiliary Servicesfor High
Schoolsin Bilingual Resource and Training Center
(Project ASHS) focuses on preparing students, who
are over thetraditional high school age, to takethe
GED.

POPULATION

During School Year 1993-94, ABACUS served
416 students from grades 9 through 12. Of
these students, 44 percent spoke Cantonese,
17 percent Korean, 16 percent Mandarin, 15
percent Spanish and eight percent spoke a
variety of other languages. Fifty-four percent
were male and 96 percent came from low -
income families. During this same period,
ASHS served 4,732 students from grades 9
through 12. Project students spoke more than
16 different languages, mainly Spanish (68
percent), Creole (13 percent) and Cantonese
(11 percent). Although the largest population
was of Hispanic origin (68 percent), the Haitian
population was the fastest growing. To be
eligible for any of the two programs, students
must score at or below the 40th percentile in the
Language Assessment Battery test.

Evidence of Effectiveness

Students were assessed before entering the programs
and their progresswas monitored throughout the
year. Theprograms outcomeswere also evaluated
against their stated objectives. Research findingsfor
Project ABACUS indicated that:

+  of the 289 students who took the Language
Assessment Battery (LAB), 53 percent showed
gainswith astatistically significant mean gain of
4.2 Normal Curve Equivalents (NCEs)

+ 92 percent of the Spanish-speaking studentsand
96 percent of the Chinese students passed their
nativelanguagetests

+ approximately 90 percent of the students passed
their coursesin mathematics, science, social
studies and computer sciencetestsinthe Fall
semester, and over 80 percent passed the
coursesin the Spring semester
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+ theaverage attendancerate of Project ABACUS
students was 96 percent compared to 87 percent
for non-participant studentsin the same schools

The Project ASHS evaluation showed that:

+ 96.8 percent of the 1,827 students with pre- and
post-test scores on the SAT showed a post-test
gain, with astatistically significant averagegain
of 16.5 points

+ approximately 70 percent of studentsin English
asa Second Language classeswere promoted
at least onelevel in English language proficiency

+  87.2 percent of the 125 students who completed
pre- and post-testsin Spanish proficiency
showed again, with astatistically significant
averagegain of 7.3 points

* 94.2 percent of the 379 students who completed
pre- and post-testsin math improved their
scores, with astatistically significant average
gainof 7.4 points

+ 80 percent of the students were referred to GED
classes

Key Components
Project ABACUS provides:

+ ESL classes

+ nativelanguageinstruction (Chinese, Korean
and Spanish) 30 percent of the time or more

+ hilingual content areasubjects (social studies,
sciencesand mathematics)

+ vocationa educationin business, law, and health
careers (intheavailablelanguages)

+ individualized and self-directed instruction (use
of Plato program-computer assisted instruction
and audio-visual equipment)

+ fieldtripstoincrease students familiarity with
American culture and citizenship

* gpecial after-school programsfor Gifted and
Talented students

Project ABACUS staff participated in workshops
related to multicultural issues, including strategiesto
improve students’ writing skillsand self-esteem.
Parents were offered afternoon and evening ESL
classes, training workshops and orientation on
employment and naturalizationissues. Staff also
encouraged parents of participating studentsto visit
the school and meet with their children’steachers
and project staff. Students remained in the program
for approximately 15 months.

In addition to GED classes, Project ASHS offered:
¢+ ESL classes

+ Nativelanguageinstruction (Chinese,
Vietnamese, Greek, Haitian, Korean and

Spanish)

+ aflexible schedule (morning, afternoon, and
evenings) on an open-enrollment basis

¢ assistancein career and vocational counseling

Contributing Factors

I ndividualized Planning

Project ABACUS staff assessed each student’s skills
at the beginning of the school year before
developing anindividual plan to guide each student
throughout the year. Studentsalso received
individualized academic counseling and tutoring and

their progresswas monitored throughout the
semester. Project ASHS teachers used awide array
of teaching strategies and techniques, including
cooperativelearning, small study groupsand
computer-assisted instruction.
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Flexible Schedule

Project ASHS provided classesin the mornings,
afternoons and eveningsto respond to students
needs, especially asmany immigrant youth work full
timeat early ages. Theflexibleschedulerequireda
high degree of communication among day and
evening staff, which proved to be difficult.

Vocational Focus

In Project ABACUS, vocational education courses
aretaught in the native language. Students used
“MetroGuide” to find information on colleges or
universitiesinthe United Statesand met with
resource specialiststo discuss career options.

Cultural Heritage

Staff incorporated amulticultural perspectiveinto all
content area subjects. Project ABACUS schools
offered Resource Roomswith newspapers,
magazines and other material related to Spanish,
Chineseand Korean traditions. Each siteinvited
parents and community membersto speak to
students about their cultures. Project ASHS staff
trand ated workbooks, reading materialsand
classroom worksheetsinto the students’ native
languagestofacilitatelearning.

STUDY METHODOLOGY

Researchers used pre- and post-tests to evaluate
students’ academic performance. The
instruments used for Project ABACUS were the
Language Assessment Battery Test (LAB) and the
ELE, a standardized instrument prepared by New
York City educators who are native Spanish-
speakers. Project ASHS used the Stanford
Achievement Test (SAT), La Prueba de Lectura,
and the NYC Arithmetic Computation Test. On-
site visits and telephone interviews were used to
gather qualitative data on the projects’
implementations.

EVALUATION FUNDING
New York City Board of Education.

GEOGRAPHIC AREAS

The two projects are located in New York City.
ABACUS operates in Franklin D. Roosevelt and
New Utrecht Schools in Brooklyn and William C.
Bryant High School in Queens. ASHS operates in
29 sites throughout the city’s five boroughs.

CONTACT INFORMATION
Research Contact

New York City Board of Education
Division of Assessment and Accountability
110 Livingston Street

Brooklyn, NY 11201

(718) 935-3777, Fax (718) 935-5268
www.nycenet.edu
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Advancement Via Individual Determination
(AVID)

A Summary of:

AVID RESEARCH AND INFORMATION:
Annual Report 1998-1999, internal document

Overview

Advancement Vial ndividual Determination (AVID)
was established in 1980 by two English teachersat
Clairemont High School in San Diego, CA,
concerned with the large number of students
unlikely to pursue postsecondary education.
Research has shown that well-behaved, C-average
studentsfromlow-incomefamiliestend to receive
theleast attention from teachers and school
counselors, and enroll inless demanding coursesthat
do not prepare them to enter four-year colleges.
AVID providesthese studentswith acollege
preparatory program that relies on teacher
professional development, arigorous course of
study, and the use of college students as tutors and
rolemodels. AVID hasreceived anumber of
awards, including the Golden Bell Award of 1995
from the California School Boards Foundation and

POPULATION

AVID has more than 30,000 students enrolled in
700 schools in eight states and 13 foreign
countries. Demographic characteristics of
participants vary by school and state. Some
schools have a large population of Hispanics,
others of African Americans. The program
serves all students, regardless of their ethnicity
or socioeconomic status, but it focuses on low-
income students who are first in their families to

have the opportunity to attend college.

the A+ for Breakingthe Mold award. AVID isa
model program for the U.S. Department of
Education’sGEAR UP Initiativeand America
Counts. The programisfunded by amix of
foundation grants and state and local education
contracts.

Evidence of Effectiveness

The percentage of AVID studentsenrollinginfour-
year collegesisasfollows:

+ 93.8percent for al AVID students (an
enrollment rate 75 percent higher than the
national averagefor thistarget group)

* 43 percent for Latino studentswho participatein
the program for three or more years (the
national averagefor Latinosis 29 percent)

+ 55 percent for African American students (the
national averagefor African Americansis 33

percent)

Inaddition:

¢ 89 percent of AVID studentswho enroll infour-
year collegesremain two years|ater (aretention
rate 60 percent higher than the national average)

¢ studentsfrom low socioeconomic stratawho
completethree or moreyearsin AVID enroll in
four-year collegesin equal or greater proportion
to studentsfrom high socioeconomiclevels

The California State Department of Education
indicatesthat in AVID schools, from 1985-86 to
1991-92:

American Youth Policy Forum



*

Raising Academic Acheivement 21

the three-year dropout rate declined by 37
percent compared to a 14 percent declinein
non-AV 1D schools

the number of seniorscompleting afour-year
college preparatory course of study increased by
95 percent compared to a 13 percent increase
for non-AV 1D schools

+ thepercentage of graduatesenrolling at
Cdliforniapublic universitiesincreased by 35
percent compared to a one percent decline for
non-AV 1D schools

Key Components

Thefollowing elementsarerequired asacondition
for use of the AVID™ trade name, trademark and

logo:

*

prior to theimplementation of the program the
teacher/coordinator, the site administrator, and a
team of subject areas teachers must attend the
AVID Summer Institute

the school must identify resourcesfor program
costs, purchase program materialsand commit
to ongoing participationin AVID staff
development and certification process

student sel ection must focus on underachieving
studentsin the middle who have the ability to
succeed inacollege preparatory curricular path

participation must be voluntary

the program must beimplemented asan integral
part of the school day

tutorsmust be available and receivetraining to
implement AV1D methodol ogies

AVID methodol ogies must providethe basisfor
instruction in the classroom

program implementation and student progress
must be monitored and resultsanalyzed

Upon entering the AV ID program, students:

*

enroll in advanced level college preparatory
classesthat fulfill four-year college entrance
requirements

“Students’ lofty aspirations, like teacher’s high
expectations, are essential ingredients for
school success, but unless those cognitive
processes are accompanied by social support
systems, even the highest goals may go
unrealized.”

AVID Research and Information

+ aretutored by college studentsand exemplary
high school peers, who have been trained to use
specific teaching methodol ogies and materials

+ attend sessionswith guest speakersfrom
educational institutions and the business
community

+ participateinfieldtripsto places of educational
and cultural interest

+ attend mini-lessonsgiven by collegeinstructors
of freshman-level introductory courses

*  receiveclasseson notetaking, study skills, test
taking, time management, effective textbook
reading, library research skills, and preparation
for SAT/ACT, college entrance and placement
exams

+ arehelped with preparing college applications
andfinancial aidforms

A staff development program integrates curriculum
standards with specific student achievement goals.
The program focuses onimproving students’ grades

in college preparatory courses, improvesmotivation
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among students from under-represented groups, and
restructures schoolsto provide an enriched
educationfor all students. The development
program isprovided during the AVID Summer
Institutes and monthly follow-up workshops.

Contributing Factors

Parental Participation

Ongoing home contact in the form of regular
telephone calls, letters and meetingsfor parentsand
students, and the presence of a Parent’s Advisory
Board, are vital to the success of the program.

Redefinition of Rolesand Responsibility

AVID expects parents, businessesand universitiesto
shareinthetask of preparing and motivating
studentsto continuetheir education beyond high
school. Studentsassumetheresponsibility for
learning, whilereceiving support and help from the
community. AVID providestheforuminwhich
students are nurtured and challenged.

Group Support

Working in groups, students are taken out of the
isolation that characterizesthetraditional high school
program. They become a part of a new peer group
that sharestheir goals. Learning groupshelp
students realize the connection between power and
learning, and once that connection is established,
students become independent learners. “Itisthe
ability tolearn and to think independently that allows
students to go on to make the most of their
education, career, and lives’ (AVID Research and
Information: Annual Report).

STUDY METHODOLOGY

The report draws data from 521 AVID sites that
include 292 high schools, 223 middle schools and
five other sites for a total of 29,799 students.

EVALUATION FUNDING
School district, foundation grants, and state and
local education contracts.

GEOGRAPHIC AREAS

In the School Year 1997-98, AVID was
implemented in CA, CO, GA, IL, KY, MD, NE, NJ,
NC, SC, TN, TX, VA, and Department of Defense
Dependents Schools overseas.

CONTACT INFORMATION
Organization Contact

The AVID Center

2490 Heritage Park Row

San Diego, CA 92110

(619) 682-5057, Fax (619) 682-5060
http://www.avidcenter.org
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Boys and Girls Clubs of America

A Summary of:

ENHANCING THE EDUCATIONAL

ACHIEVEMENT OF AT-RISK YOUTH, 2000,
Prevention Science, 1:51-60, by Steven P.
Schinke, Kristin C. Cole and Stephen R. Poulin,
Columbia University School of Social Work

Overview

Boys& GirlsClubsof America(B& GCA) was
founded in 1906 and has more than 2,000 facilities
inall 50 states, Puerto Rico, U.S. Virgin Islands and
U.S. military installations abroad. Nearly 400 of
these programsarein public housing areas. The

B& GCA’'smissionisto form healthy partnerships
between school-aged children of all backgroundsand
concerned adults. The public housinginitiative was
launched in 1987 under the auspices of the Office of
Substance Abuse Prevention, U.S. Department of
Health and Human Services. 1n 1996, B& GCA
piloted an after-school educational enhancement
program for youth in public housinginfivecities.
Thisevaluation looks at the results of the pilot study.

POPULATION

B&GCA serves approximately three million
children, mostly in economically disadvantaged
areas. The evalutation studies 992 youth, with
an average age of 12.3 years. Forty percent
were female. Of the participants, 63.5 percent
were African American, 27.5 percent were
Latino, 12 percent were white and 7.8 percent
other. The sample reflected the national
population of youth who live in publicly
subsidized housing.

Evidence of Effectiveness

In each of thefive cities, researcherstargeted three
subgroups of youth to participatein the study: (1)
youth attending the B& GCA enhancement program
(“program”); (2) youth from public housing projects
whose B& GCA did not offer the program
(“comparison”); and (3) youth from public housing
projectsthat did not have B& GCA (called “control”
by researchers). Between the pre-test and the 18-
month follow-up, program youth had improved
(differencesin meanswere statistically significant at
thefive percent level):

+ averagegrade (average gradefor program youth
rose from 78.39 to 83.48, for comparison youth
fell from 78.47 to 76.42, and for control youth
fell from 75.43to 71.79)

¢ attendancerates (the mean number of missed
daysin aschool year by program youth fell
from 6.4 to 3.7, for comparison youth rose from
4.85 10 5.85, and for control youth rose from
7.47107.75)

Gradesin most subject areas (Grades were rounded
to the closest unit to facilitate reading):

+ Mathematics- average gradefor program youth
rose 4 points (from 77 to 82), whilefalling 3
points for comparison youth (from 78 to 75)
and control youth (from 75 to 72 respectively)

+ English- averagegradefor program youth rose
6 points (from 78 to 84), whilefalling 1 point
for comparison youth (from 79 to 78) and 3
pointsfor control youth (76 to 73)
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+ Writing - average gradefor program youth rose
5 points (from 80 to 85), whilefalling 1 point
for comparison youth (from 79 to 78) and
control youth (from 73 to 72)

+ Science -average gradefor program youth rose
6 points (from 78 to 84), whilefalling 2 points
for comparison youth (from 79 to 77) and 4
points for control youth (from 75 to 71)

+ Socia studies- average gradefor program youth
rose 5 points (from 79 to 84), whilefalling 2
points for comparison youth (from 78 to 76)
and 4 points for control youth (from 77 to 73)

Key Components

Each week, withinthe B& GCA facility or inoutside
sessions, thetrainers engaged youth in structured
activities, such as;

+ four to five hours aweek of discussionswith
knowledgeable adults

+ oneto two hoursaweek of writing
+ four to five hoursaweek of leisurereading
+ fivetosix hoursaweek of required homework

+ two to three hours aweek of community service
(tutoring other children, for instance)

+ four tofive hoursaweek of educational games,
such asword and math games

Parti cipation was voluntary and, to entice the youth
to participate, program sites used many incentives,
such asfield trips, school supplies, computer time,
special privileges, certificates, gold starsand praise.

Parentswere al so encouraged to participate with
their childreninthe educational activities. Parents
and youth attended an orientation meeting, after
which parentswereinvited to serve asvolunteers
and to attend the cultural events presented by the
youth.

Staff, volunteers and parents attended ongoing
training.

Contributing Factors

Structured Program

Some comparison and control sitesalso offered
tutoring and homework help, but did not have the
structure offered by the B& GCA program, did not
require homework and tutoring, and did not engage
routinely in educational gamesto enhancethe
lessons being taught.

Trained staff

Another difference between B& GCA program and
the comparison and control siteswas the presence of
atrained staff solely focused on educational
enhancements.
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STUDY METHODOLOGY

This study used both a comparison and a
“control” group. Participation in the groups was
voluntary (not randomized). Comparison and
control groups mirrored the age, gender and
ethnic/racial background of program youth.
Some of the youth in the comparison and control
groups received tutoring, but did not attend a
structured after-school program. The attrition
rate at the end of the study was 13.91 percent,
with no significant differences between
subgroups. Researchers used students’ surveys,
teacher ratings and school records to collect data
at the beginning of the program (pre-test), six
months later (post-test) and 18 months later
(follow-up). Findings were consistent across all
measures. This summary presents only school
data.

EVALUATION FUNDING
Carnegie Corporation of New York.

GEOGRAPHIC AREAS

Public housing projects in Cleveland, OH;
Edinburgh, TX; New York City, NY; Oakland, CA,;
Tampa, FL.

CONTACT INFORMATION
Research Contact

Steven Paul Schinke, Professor
School of Social Work

Columbia University

622 West, 113th Street

New York, NY 10025

(212) 854-8506, Fax (212) 854-1570
schinke@columbia.edu

Implementing Contact

Mylo Carbia-Puig

Director, Prevention Services

Boys & Girls Clubs of America
1230 West Peachtree Street NW
Atlanta, GA 30309-3447

(404) 815-5766, Fax (404)815-5789

www.bgca.org
MCPuig@bgca.org
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Career Academies: California

A Summary of:

THE RELATIVE IMPACT OF A CAREER
ACADEMY ON POST-SECONDARY WORK
AND EDUCATION SKILLS IN URBAN,

PUBLIC HIGH SCHOOLS:

1997, The Human Investment Research and
Education Center (HIRE), by Nan L. Maxwell,
School of Business and Economics, California
State University, Hayward, and Victor Rubin,
Institute of Urban and Regional Development,
University of California, Berkeley

Overview

Career Academiesaimto prepare young adultsfor
both postsecondary education and productive
employment, regardlessof their prior level of
academic ability. Common features of career
academiesare: (1) a“school-within-a-school”
program that generally startsat grade 9; (2)
integrated academic and work-rel ated subjects
centered on a specific career theme; and (3)
partnershipswith local employers. More
information on Career Academiescan befoundin
Some Things DO Make a Difference for Youth.

POPULATION

Researchers analyzed data from a California
school district with over 50,000 students. Of
these, more than 90 percent were minorities,
over one-quarter had limited English proficiency
and nearly 40 percent received free lunches.
The average student-teacher ratio in high
schools was 28:1. The district average daily
attendance was slightly over 80 percent.
Compared to students in regular school
programs, career academy students are mostly
female (72 percent), live in impoverished areas,
are less likely to have English as their native
language and have low scores on tests taken

prior to their entrance into the academy.

Evidence of Effectiveness

When compared to Californiahigh school graduates
from general and vocational tracks, career academy
graduateswere:

+ 8.7 percent morelikely to graduate from high
school

¢ 11.6 percent morelikely to attend a
postsecondary institution

¢ 17.9 percent morelikely to attend afour-year
college

The sample was further compared in 13 self-
assessed measures of knowledge and skills,
organized inthreegroups. work focus (meet work
deadlines, communicate with others, be punctual
and be self-motivated); education focus (think
critically, improvein basic skills, develop good study
habits, maintain positive attitude toward education/
training, and preparefor current education/training);
and school-to-work focus (become aware of what is
required for success, gain confidence about your
abilities, understand thelink between school and
work, and set future goals). Researchersfound that:
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¢ forindividual swho ended their education at high
school, therewas no relation between the
acquisition of the measured knowledge and skills
and thetype of high school program attended

+ forthose attending 2-year colleges, graduates
from career academies and vocational tracks
scored significantly higher thanthosein general
education and academic tracksin measures
rel ated to education and school-to-work focus

+ for those attending 4-year colleges, graduates
from career academies scored significantly
higher than general and vocational track
graduatesin all 13 measures, and ashigh or
higher than graduates from the academic track
in many measures

Resultsare not evenly distributed among all career
academy students and programs. Outcomesare
better for women, African Americansand native
English speakers. Therefore, researchers suggest
that career academies should not be offered asthe
only high school option within aschool district.

Key Components
Career academies sharethefollowing characteritics:

+ “school-within-a-school” programsthroughout
the high school years (grades 10-12)

¢ strong academic focus combined with work-
related subjects centered on aspecific career
theme

+ useof innovativeinstructiona methods, often
project-based learning

+ teamwork by academic and vocational teachers
tointegratethe curriculum

+ partnershipswith local employerswho represent
the career theme and help to plan and
implement the program, provide work
experience and serve as mentorsfor the students

+ paidinternships, mostly during the summer after
thejunior year

The career theme can be an occupation, profession
or industry in demand by thelocal labor market.
Common themes are health occupations, business,
finance, travel and tourism and electronics.

Contributing Factors

A Structured Environment

Thefact that results from career academy students
aresimilar to those of studentswho graduate from
vocational and academic tracks (rather than aless-
structured general track) suggest that providing
structure may be akey element to enhance
education in high school.

I ntegrated Curriculum

Career academies emphasize both rigorous academic
subjects and work-based learning. Teachersuse
innovativetechniquesand employersaredirectly

involvedin all stepsof the program. Studentswork
in monitored paid jobs wherethey can practice what
they arelearningin school.

Harder to Serve Population

Compared to general and vocational track graduates,
career academy studentsare morelikely to graduate
from high school and attend postsecondary
ingtitutions. This happens despite the fact that they
arelesslikely to have English astheir native
language, morelikely toliveinimpoverished areas
and havelow scoresin standardized tests taken prior
to their entrance into the academy.
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STUDY METHODOLOGY

Researchers compared postsecondary
information for students in regular secondary
school programs (divided into general, academic
and vocational tracks) and those in career
academies in a large urban school district in
California. Data was collected from student
records and a survey sent to graduates who were
sophomores during the years 1990-1993. A total
of 1,223 surveys were analyzed by means of
regression and correlation tests. To evaluate
whether the findings could be generalized, the
California sample was compared to a national
sample taken from the National Education
Longitudinal Study (NELS). The Californian
sample was found to be more impoverished, with
more minority and LEP students than the national
sample.

EVALUATION FUNDING

Research partially funded by the W.E. Upjohn
Institute for Employment Research.

GEOGRAPHIC AREAS

Career academies are located nationwide; the
study focuses on an undentified school district in
California.

CONTACT INFORMATION
Research Contact

Nan L. Maxwell, Ph.D., Professor
The Human Investment Research &
Education Center (HIRE)

School of Business and Economics
California State University, Hayward
Hayward, CA 94542-3068

(510) 885-3191, Fax (510) 885-2602
http://www.hire.csuhayward.edu

Additional Resource: A detailed analysis of the career academies in the school district involved in this research will be
forthcoming in a book published by WE. Upjohn Institute for Employment Research.
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Career Academies: Junior ROTC

A Summary of:

CAREER ACADEMIES: EVIDENCE OF

POSITIVE STUDENT OUTCOMES, 1999,
unpublished document, by Lawrence M. Hanser
and Marc N. Elliott (RAND), and Curtis L. Gilroy
(U.S. Department of Defense)

Overview

Career academies are school s-within-school sthat
provide students with academic and vocational
instruction integrated around a career theme. In
1992, the U.S. Departments of Defense and
Education added anew dimension to the traditional
career academy model with the Junior Reserve
Officers Training Corps (JROTC) program of
instruction. JROTC career academies (JROTC-CA)
aimto foster academic and vocational skills, while
giving studentsasense of civic and personal
responsibility. At thetime of the study, there were
36 JROTC-CAsoperating in 33 citiesin 23 states,
with atotal of approximately 3,800 students.

POPULATION

Researchers collected data on almost 7,000
students in schools on the West Coast and in
the Midwest, including students in JROTC
Career Academies, other career academies,
magnet schools and other programs. Of the
whole sample, more than half of the students
were Hispanic, nearly one quarter were African
American, 16 percent were white, and 49
percent were females. Of the students who
attended the JROTC academies, 77 percent
were Hispanic, 11 percent were African
American, ten percent were white, and 48
percent were female. The JROTC academies
start in the 11th grade on the West Coast and in
the 10th grade in the Midwest. Overall, the
students in JROTC academies had lower
performance levels at the time of referral when
compared with the other groups, and almost half
the levels of performance of students in other

career academies and magnet schools.

Evidence of Effectiveness

Researchers compared studentsenrolled in the
JROTC-CAswiththoseenrolledin other career
academies, magnet schools, JROTC programs not
related to the academies, and studentsin regular high
school programs (the Midwest site had no other
career academies). Their findings show that
JROTC-CA students had:

+ amean GPA 40 percent higher than studentsin
regular school and JROTC programsand similar
to those of studentsin other career academy and
magnet schools, despitetheir initial lower level
of performance (at the Midwest site, the average

GPA for JROTC-CA studentswas 2.39, for
studentsin no special program was 2.05, and for
thosein JROTC programs outside the
academieswas 1.97)

+ lower rates of absenteeism (at thefirst West
Coast site, the absenteeism rate for JROTC-CA
students was 11 percent compared with 15
percent for studentsin other career academy
and magnet schools, 20 percent for studentsin
no special program, and 21 percent for JROTC
programs outside the academies)
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+ lower dropout rates (no studentsin any of the
JROTC-CAsdropped out during the school
year; at the second West Coast site, the dropout
rate was 1.3 percent for other career academy
and magnet students, 6.4 percent for studentsin
no special program, and 4.4 percent for JROTC
programs outside the academies)

¢ vearned more credits (at the first West Coast
site, from amaximum of 55 credits per year,
JROTC-CAsstudents earned 47.75 compared
to 43.05 for other career academy and magnet
schools, 35.33 for studentsin no special
program, and 37.63 for JROTC programs
outside the academies)

Key Components

Thetraditional career academy model includesthese
main components:

+ aschool-within-aschool

¢ rigorouscoreacademic curriculum that includes
mathematics, English, social scienceand
sciences

¢ vocational curriculum aiming to develop critical
work-related skillsintegrated with the academic
component

+ employer involvement indesigning the
curriculum, providing equipment, serving as
mentorsto students, offering job opportunities
and providing direct funding for the academy

¢ paid summer internships
To these components, the JROTC academies add:

¢ aone-hour course each week focusing on
building civic values, responsihility, citizenship,
disciplineand leadership

¢ extracurricular activities, including drill team
EeXercises

¢ summer camp for some students

The added components are taught by retired military
instructors, who are hired by the school district and
must report to the high school principal. The
Department of Defense pays for JROTC students’
books, supplies, uniformsand half of this
instructor’ssalary.

Contributing Factors

Attractiveness of Dual Focus Program
Researchers are cautious to speculate on why
students prefer the JROTC-CAs over other
programs. They suggest that some studentswere
attracted due to the combination of the JROTC
military-styleinstruction with the vocational
components associated with career academies.
Some students may have enrolled because they did
not meet the performance levelsrequired for other
career academy and magnet programs. In addition,
many teachers and counsel ors focused on the
military discipline aspect of the JROTC-CAsand
assumed that the programs were appropriate for
studentswho needed extradiscipline. Teachersand
counsel orsthusreferred students with poor

discipline, attendance and academic performance,
including low grades and few earned creditsto
academies.

Nurturing Environment

Researchersdid not find information leading themto
believethat the JROTC-CAS' discipline, use of
uniformsor other military-style elementsplayed a
roleinthe programs’ success. However, they could
not rule out these influences, except that the
JROTC-CA students performed better than students
intheregular JROTC programs. Infocusgroups,
students mentioned that the major factor in their
successwas the nurturing environment provided by
the academy. A survey donein 1996 showed that
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JROTC-CA studentswere more positive than the
studentsin the three comparison groups (see study
methodol ogy) about their classroom environment,
teachers interest inthem, individual attention
received, and the overall quality of their education.

STUDY METHODOLOGY

The study is a quasi-experimental design with
multiple comparison groups nonrandomly chosen.
The sites chosen for analysis were three schools
with JROTC-CAs that were able to provide early
and timely data and three schools chosen by
school district officials as similar in population, but
not having JROTC-CAs. The sample was adjusted
for demographic and other variables. The almost
7,000 students included students in JROTC
Career Academies and students in three
comparison groups: (1) students in other
academy or magnet programs in the target and
other schools; (2) students in regular JROTC
programs; and (3) students not enrolled in any
special programs. Researchers collected school
record data. A multiple regression model was
used to test whether students in the JROTC
academies performed better than students in
other programs in a series of variables, such as
absenteeism, GPA, dropout rates and credits

earned. Researchers also used focus groups and
a 1996 survey of JROTC-CA students.

EVALUATION FUNDING
U.S. Department of Defense.

GEOGRAPHIC AREAS

The research included four JROTC Career
Academies on the West Coast and one in the
Midwest. The locations were not identified.

CONTACT INFORMATION

Research Contact

Lawrence M. Hanser, Ph.D.

RAND

1700 Main Street, PO Box 2138

Santa Monica, CA 90407-2138

(310) 393-0411, ext. 7470, Fax (310) 451-7039
http://www.rand.org
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CollegeBound

A Summary of:

ANEW FIELD EMERGES: COLLEGE

ACCESS PROGRAMS, June 1995 Center for
Human Resources, Heller Graduate School,
Brandeis University (Waltham, MA) by Lawrence
Neil Bailis, Andrew Hahn, Paul Aaron, Jennifer
Nahas and Tom Leavitt

Overview

College access programs are based on the
assumption that the best way to hel p disadvantaged
youth improvetheir livesisto ensurethat they
graduate from high school and go onto pursue a
four-year degree. “Last-dollar” scholar programs
havefinancial assistancefor college asadefining
characteristic (scholarships help students pay for any
remaining costsof college after financial aid has
been received) and also provide afour-year support
structureto get studentsto seriously consider
college, apply to college, apply for financial aid and
actually attend college. Brandeisresearchersstudied
seven college access programs, including Baltimore's
CollegeBound program (hereafter BCB) whichisthe
primary subject of this summary.

POPULATION

The five programs for which the evaluators had
population numbers enrolled more than 76,600
high school students (35 percent of the high
school students in the districts served by these
programs). The programs served 34,378
seniors, 80 percent of the seniors in their
districts. The majority of scholarship recipients
were female. Race and ethnicity patterns
varied: 87 percent of students in BCB and 54
percent in the Columbus program were African
American. In Cleveland, African Americans
and whites were about evenly split. In Boston,
Asians made up the largest group of recipients,
followed closely by African Americans.
Hispanics also received 15 percent of the
scholarship awards in Boston and 13 percent in
Broward County, FL.

Evidence of Effectiveness

Brandeisresearchersevaluated BCB through a
qualitative effort involving interviews and focus
groups and aquantitative effort to assemble and
analyze data on the college attendance status of
morethan 400 former Baltimore high school seniors
oneyear after their scheduled graduation from high
school and additional dataon their high school
performances (including their grades and attendance
rates). Analysisof datafrom BCB showed:

+ relativeto comparable Baltimore students,
BCB'’slast-dollar scholarswho attended the
University of Maryland between 1989 and 1993
had alower dropout rate (17 percent vs. 47

percent)

“The Baltimore CollegeBound evaluation
described in this report provides the best
empirical evidence thus far that a college
access program can have a demonstrable
impact on college attendance for some types
of students at some types of high schools.”
Brandeis University

+ noneof BCB’slast-dollar scholarswho entered
Morgan State since 1990 had dropped out of
collegeinthefirst threeyears, while between 16
and 31 of every 100 Baltimore City high school
graduates attending college had dropped out
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¢ improved odds of attending afour-year college,
with specific odds depending on type of high
school, student achievement and number of
servicesreceived through BCB

To measure retention, evaluators |ooked at second-
year scholarship renewal in Baltimore, Boston and
Columbus. Of studentswho had received freshman
year scholarships:

¢ inBCB, 45 percent of studentswere missing
documentation for renewal

¢ inBoston, ahigh of 97 percent renewed in 1980
and alow of 85 percent renewed in 1990

¢ in Columbus, ahigh of 56 percent renewed in
1988 and alow of 17 percent renewed in 1989

Scholarships could berenewed if studentsand their
counselors knew to submit and submitted the
necessary documentation. In many cases
scholarships werelost in the second year dueto a
lack of paperwork, thus affecting retention.

CollegeBound cost just over $600 per participant.

Key Components
BCB supportsinclude:

¢ inclasspresentationsfor 9th and 10th graders,
to motivate studentsto consider collegeasan
option

¢ for 11th graders, counseling on anindividual
basisthat hel pswith: college applications,

applying for financial aid, the SAT or other
achievement testsand applying to several
different colleges

Money to pay for collegeisprovided only to those
studentswhosefinancial aid package does not cover
their collegetuition: it paysthe difference between
thefinancial aid and thefull collegetuition.

Contributing Factors

TheMoney

The Brandeis University evaluatorsfound for the
BCB that it isthe prospect of the scholarship as
much asthe scholarshipitself that affects student
enrollment and retention in post-secondary
education. Motivating youth to seriously consider
college, learn about different schools, apply for
admission and financial aidisgreatly facilitated by
the promise of funds. Students get discouraged
quickly if they believethat they will never get
enough financial aid to makeall their efforts
worthwhile. Theactual amount of collegetuition
paid for by college accessprogramsislimited to
tuition not covered through other formsof financial
aid. (Seel Have aDream, pp. 186-188).

I ntensive, I ndividualized Counseling

To be successful, last-dollar college access programs
have to provide more than just the money. The
Brandeis study tracked studentsinto college. In

BCB, “[S]tudentswho received counseling at
neighborhood school swere considerably morelikely
to attend college and continue through to the end of
their freshman year than those neighborhood school
studentswho did not engage in these CollegeBound
activities”

Poor | mplementation Hurts

Many scholarsin the college access programs
evaluated did not submit documentsfor a second-
year scholarship renewal becausethey did not know
they could and/or because the collegefinancia aid
staff were not aware of the requirements. This
suggeststhat college access staff in high schools
must make aspecial effort to maintain

communi cation with both scholarship studentsand
collegefinancial aid staff.
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Flexibility to Adapt to Community Needs
Brandeis: “...ultimately, college access programs
need to betail ored to the unique circumstancesin
each locality, including the current strengthsand
weaknesses of thelocal school system, the

availability of resourcesto support college access
programming and the unique opportunitiesthat may
be present asaresult of talented individualswith the
commitment necessary tofulfill thevision.”

STUDY METHODOLOGY

Brandeis researchers conducted a literature
review on college access programs in six sites,
assembled summary statistics on basic program
measures in the six sites plus BCB. Brandeis
researchers also evaluated BCB through a
qualitative effort involving interviews and focus
groups and a quantitative effort to assemble and
analyze data on the college attendance status of
more than 400 former Baltimore high school
seniors one year after their scheduled graduation
from high school and additional data on their high
school performances (including their grades and
attendance rates).

EVALUATION FUNDING

Evaluation funded by Baltimore Community and
Ford Foundations.

GEOGRAPHIC AREAS

Boston, MA; Broward County and Dade County,
FL; Cleveland and Columbus, OH; Philadelphia,
PA and Baltimore, MD.

CONTACT INFORMATION
Research Organization

Andrew Hahn

Center for Human Resources

Heller Graduate School

Brandeis University

Waltham, MA 02254-9110

(617) 736-3770, Fax (617) 736-3773
graduateschool.heller.brandeis.edu/chr/
index.html
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Gateway To Higher Education

A Summary of:

MAKE IT POSSIBLE FOR STUDENTS TO
SUCCEED AND THEY WILL: An Evaluation
of the Gateway to Higher Education

Program, January, 1997 Education Development
Center (New York, NY) by Patricia B. Campbell,
Ellen Wahl, Morton Slater, Elisabeth ller, Babette
Moeller, Harouna Ba, and Daniel Light

Overview

Started in 1986, Gateway to Higher Education isa
comprehensivefour-year secondary school program
administered through the City University of New
York and operating infive New York City high
schools. It aimsto prepare studentsfor higher
education and for careersin science, medicine, and
technol ogy.

POPULATION

Gateway is aimed at students who are under-
represented in mathematics, science and
medical careers. To enter Gateway, students
must be at the 50th percentile on New York
City’s Seventh Grade Math test and the Degrees
of Reading Power test, have regular attendance,
and generally have grades of 80 or better.
Eighty-three percent of Gateway students are
African American or Hispanic; about 60 percent
are female. Through an analysis of students’
zip codes and census data, researchers
determined that the students come primarily
from low- income or lower-middle income
families. By the mid-1990s, Gateway was
serving over 1,000 students per year in five high
schools.

Evidence of Effectiveness

The evaluation compares the success of Gateway to
national dataregarding the participation of minorities
in math and science studies. For example, the
proportions of African Americans, Hispanicsand
Native Americans of the entire population who
participatein thefollowing arevery low:
undergraduate science and engineering degree
recipients (11 percent), medical school entrants (14
percent), and medical degreerecipients (11 percent).
Similarly low arethe proportionsof African
Americans and Hispanics among high school
graduates (21 percent), bachelor degreesin science
and engineering (10 percent), and doctoratesin
science and engineering (five percent). African
American and Hispanic high school graduatesare
lesslikely than whitesto earn high school creditsin

“On the one hand, these results should not be
surprising, given that Regents course-taking
and exam-taking are a required part of the
Gateway program. On the other hand, it is
noteworthy that students accepted this
requirement, succeeded in these courses, and
stayed on the college track while their control
group counterparts, with ostensibly equal
potential, exhibited a very different course-
taking pattern and path toward post-secondary
education.”

EDC

science and mathematics courses, lesslikely than
whitesto score at the proficient level onthe National
Assessment of Educational Progress (NAEP)

science and mathematics tests (when they are 13 to

American Youth Policy Forum



Raising Academic Acheivement 36

17 yearsold), and score lower than white and Asian
American students on both the verbal and math
portions of the SAT and on science and math
achievement tests.

Gateway evaluation dataisreported in terms of
course-taking, test-taking, standardized test scores
and grades, graduation and postsecondary
attendance and retention compared to the overall
high school population, acomparison group of New
York City students, and to subgroups.

Course-taking (in 1992):

¢ Gateway studentswere much morelikely to
take advanced math and science courses than
were high school graduatesin general (98 vs. 52
percent took “Math I11").

¢ Gateway studentswere much morelikely than
all 1992 high school graduatesto havetaken
chemistry (97 vs. 56 percent) and physics (83
vs. 25 percent).

+  African American Gateway studentswere much
morelikely thanall 1992 African American high
school graduatesto have taken chemistry (95
vs. 46 percent) and physics (90 vs. 18 percent).

Test-taking:

¢ Gateway studentstook the state-wide Regents
exam at amuch higher rate than other New
York City high school students (e.g., 96 vs. 24
percent took the Chemistry Regents Exam; 76
vs. 14 percent took the Physics Regents Exam).

+ Gateway students were more apt to take the
SAT test (93 vs. 15 percent of the comparison
group took the SAT at |east once).

¢ Sixty-two percent of Gateway studentstook the
SAT Il Biology Achievement Test and 54
percent took the SAT |1 Chemistry Achievement
Test.

¢ Inthe 1994-95 school year, 37 percent of the
eligible Gateway studentstook the Advanced
Placement (AP) Biology Exam; and ten percent
took the AP Chemistry Exam.

Standardized test scores;

¢ Gateway studentshad relatively high scoreson
Regents Exams (from alow of 70in Physicsto
ahighof 8linMath ).

+ Gateway students SAT scores exceeded the
national average. SAT: Mathematics486 vs.
423 and SAT: Verba 444 vs. 413; higher
average mathematicsand verbal combined
scores (930 vs. 836).

+ Gateway student scoreswere nearly 200 points
higher than the mean 1993 SAT scoresfor
African American students (SAT: 741, SAT M:
388, SAT V: 353) and the mean 1993 scores
for Puerto Rican students (SAT: 762, SAT M:
409, SAT V: 353).

¢  Gateway students scored lower on the SAT
Achievement Tests (amean score of 496 vs.
558 for all, 491 for African American students
and 518 for Puerto Rican students on the
Biology test and amean score of 467 vs. 582
for al, 514 for African American studentsand
523 for Puerto Rican students on the Chemistry
test). [EDC: Itisnot clear why Achievement
Test and Chemistry AP exam scores (below)
were low. The data offered no clues, and the
program directors had no definitive explanations
to offer; they will usethesefindingstoinform
further program devel opment and eval uation.]

¢ Gateway students mean Biology AP scorewas
3.29, which was higher than the 1993 mean
scoreof 2.98 for all Biology AP students, and
higher than the mean score of 2.11 for African
American students and 2.62 for Puerto Rican
students.
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¢ Gateway students mean AP Chemistry score
was 2, lower than the national mean of 2.86 and
the mean score for Puerto Rican students (2.3),
but at the same level asthe mean AP Chemistry
exam scorefor African Americans (2.02).

Grades, Graduation and Postsecondary Attendance
and Retention:

¢ Gateway studentsmaintained relatively high
course grades (between 83 and 85).

¢ Gateway studentswho entered in 1989 were
more apt to graduate from high school relative
to the matched comparison group (93 vs. 73
percent).

+ Ninety-two percent of Gateway graduates went
to college (eight percent to Ivy League schools;
four percent to competitive technical schools; 39

percent to other private, four-year institutions).
Of 177 former Gateway students who graduated
in 1990 and 1991 and responded to a survey, 94
percent either graduated from college or are
continuing toward adegree and 52 percent
remaininthe math, science, or engineering/
technology fields.

¢ Of the 1,753 students who entered Gateway
sinceitsinceptionin 1986, 18 percent have
dropped out of the program.

Interviewers of Gateway studentsfound them
motivated, confident and competent. They also
tend to bevery engaged in their communities, taking
on leadershiproles.

Gateway costs $1,600 more per student per year
than the mean New York City per pupil expenditure
(mean not given in report).

Key Components

Each Gateway school has a coordinator and ateam
of teachers who stay with the students throughout
their four years. The program is based on astrong
belief that high expectationsfor all students, a
demanding curriculum and astrong support system
can lead to student success. Gateway features:

+ anextended school day, including adouble
period of mathematicsor sciencewith a
laboratory component and after-school tutorials

+ anextended school year (11 months), including
amonth-long summer program for students
entering the ninth grade and academic summer
programsfor juniorsand seniorsat high-level
universitiesand research institutes

* classescomposed solely of Gateway students,
especially in mathematics and science, witha
maximum enrolIment of 25 students

+ four yearsof regents-level science, mathematics,
social science, foreign language coursesand an
average of three Advanced Placement courses
for all Gateway students

“Gateway requires students to engage in
rigorous academic content and to avail them-
selves of ancillary opportunities such as
internships, tutoring, and college visits. It
provides guidance and resources (such as
paying for the SAT) so that students stay on
track to higher education.”

EDC

+ theexpectation that all Gateway studentswill
takethe SAT

+ information about college, beginning inthe ninth
grade, including an annual collegefair and
seminarsfor parents

+ other enriching activities: exposureto
professionalsin science; field tripsto museums,
the theater, operaand symphonies; and after-
school experiential internships
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Contributing Factors

Systemic Reform

EDC: “Whilehigh expectationsfor all studentshave
been part of the rhetoric for several decades, until
recently, responsibility for successwastill laid
mainly on the student and barely on the system.
Gateway was devel oped based on the assumption
that responsibility for success needsto be equally
shared by the student and the system ...”

Staff Qualifications

Teachersfor Gateway are carefully selected, based
ontheir qualification to teach the assigned course,
their teaching experience, their willingnessto put in
the time and effort required to push Gateway
students, and their ultimate belief that the students
can succeed.

Focusing Limited Resources

EDC: Program developers*viewed the Gateway
approach as a necessary step along the way to more
major change, and they put their energy into
strategiesthey believed werelikely to produce

immediate resultsfor the current popul ation of
students.” Once these results were gained (and they
were gained the very first year of the program), it
was much easier to engageteachersin continuing
development.

Caring Adults

EDC: “Gateway students, teachers, and directors
talked about the sense of connectednessthey enjoy
aspart of asmall entity within alargeinstitution,
how teachersknow what isgoing onwith al their
students and make sure they don’t get lost or off the
track, the commitment above and beyond their
contract that Gateway teachersinvest, and the
opportunity that teachers haveto talk with each
other and be part of ateam of educators.”

Other Factors

Other factors contributing to Gateway’ s successare
high expectations, apeer culture supportive of
achievement, appropriate equipment in laboratories,
and information about college admission.

STUDY METHODOLOGY

Researchers compared outcomes for Gateway
students to those of a comparison group of
non-Gateway students matched according to
gender, race/ethnicity, and math and reading
scores. Each of the comparison students met the
academic criteria for eligibility for Gateway.
Researchers also analyzed an existing database,
conducted a series of interviews and focus
groups with program participants and graduates,
visited the five Gateway high schools, interviewed
college admissions staff, and administered a
survey to 1990 and 1991 Gateway graduates.
They also compared SAT and Achievement test
scores of Gateway students with national
averages.

EVALUATION FUNDING
Evaluation funded by Aaron Diamond Foundation.

GEOGRAPHIC AREAS

Gateway operates in five New York City public
high schools.

CONTACT INFORMATION
Research Organization

Ellen Wahl

Education Development Center, Inc.
96 Morton Street

New York, NY 10014

(212) 807-4229, Fax (212) 633-8804

www.edc.org

Implementing Organization

Morton Slater and Elisabeth ller, Directors
Gateway to Higher Education

94-50 159th Street

Science Building, Room 112

Jamaica, NY 11451

(718) 523-6301, (212) 241-4428,

Fax (718) 523-6307
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High Schools That Work

A Summary of:

MAKING HIGH SCHOOLS WORK: Through
Integration of Academic and Vocational

Education, 1992, by Gene Bottoms, Alice
Presson and Mary Johnson

“SEVEN MOST IMPROVED HIGH SCHOOLS
THAT WORK SITES RAISE ACHIEVEMENT
IN READING, MATHEMATICS, AND

SCIENCE,” 1995, by Gene Bottoms and Pat
Mikos (High Schools That Work, A Report on
Improving Student Learning)

Overview

The High Schools That Work (hereafter HSTW)
initiative waslaunched by the Southern Regional
Education Board (hereafter SREB) in 1987 to
ensurethat all studentsin participating schoolsand
school districts, including those who do not planto
pursue a4-year college degree, are prepared to enter
the competitiveworkforce. HSTW isafull-school
reforminitiativethat changeswhat children are
taught, how they are taught, and what schools
expect of them, including improving how academic
and vocational teachersrelate to each other and to
their students. HSTW isespecially designed toraise
the achievement levels of career-bound high school
students.

POPULATION

HSTW is aimed at making sure the “forgotten
half” of students learn and achieve at the same
levels as those planning for college. SREB
defines career-bound high school students as
the 60 to 70 percent of students who plan to
work after high school, attend a two-year
college or enter the military. These students do
not plan to attend college, but may make a
decision to attend a four-year college at a future
time. At SREB schools, in 1993, 31 percent of
students were minorities. SREB collected data
on education of parents: 23 percent had
college degrees, 23 percent had more than a
high school education, 39 percent had a high
school diploma and 13 percent had less than a
high school education.

Evidence of Effectiveness

All 650 HSTW sites (both school s and school
districts) in 21 statescommit to “ closing the gap”
between achievement level s of career-bound young
peopleand college-preparatory studentsand agree
to participate in acommon assessment process
which includes pre- and post-scores on testssimilar
to those used by the National Assessment of
Educational Progress (hereafter NAEP) and student

“The vocational curriculum’s potential for
advancing the academic achievement of
career-bound youth is often underrated.
Vocational teachers who concentrate on
vocational skills only, while expecting others to
teach academic skills, are short-changing their
students.”

SREB
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and faculty surveys. Sitedataisbroadly shared
among sitesand sites are compared against
themselves and against NAEP datato measure
success at meeting HSTW goals. SREB choseto
report data showing improvement over time (from
1990 to 1993) in student outcomes from seven
HSTW schools which improved the most. These
schools:

+ increased scores by 65 percent in reading, 36
percent in math and 70 percent in science

+ increased the percentage of studentstaking four
or morefull-year coursesin mathematics (32to
40 percent)

¢ increased student mathematics scoreseven as
studentstook more challenging courses (294.1
t0299.132 on NAEP-liketests)

+ increased thevocational credits of career-bound
students from 6.0 to 6.6 credits

¢ increased the percentage of studentswho
completed four creditsin aplanned career major
from 63 to 67 percent

¢ increased theaveragetotal creditsearned from
23.6t0 24.5 credits

+ madevocational courses more challenging and
placed greater emphasis on getting studentsto
use academic content and skillsin vocational
studies. [From 1990 to 1993, students at these
schoolsreported that their vocational teachers

more often stressed reading (46 vs. 55 percent),
mathematics (54 vs. 64 percent) and science (26
vs. 39 percent).]

+ reported increasesin the percentage of students
receiving extrahelp from family (48 to 58
percent), mathematicsteachers (60 to 73
percent), vocational teachers (21 to 37 percent),
resource teachers (3 to 11 percent), tutors (8 to
17 percent)

SREB also compared practicesat high achieving
HSTW schoolswith practices at low achieving
HSTW schools (often those newly on board) with
the expectation that these practices contributed to
the better schools' higher levelsof achievement.
Students at the most-improved schools, compared to
students at the newest HSTW sites, reported:

¢ vocational teachersstressed reading (55 vs. 42
percent), mathematics (50 vs. 39 percent) and
science (39 vs. 23 percent)

+ academic teachersrelated academic content to
real-world applications (75 vs. 67 percent); used
mathematicsto solvework-related problems
more than twice ayear (51 vs. 43 percent);
related scienceto thereal world weekly (78 vs.
70 percent)

courseswere challenging and exciting (70 vs. 54
percent), they were encouraged to take mathematics
and science (67 vs. 46 percent), they took
mathematicsin their senior year (50 vs. 40 percent)
and sciencein their senior year (37 vs. 30 percent)

Key Components

Each HSTW site has, or aimsto have, thefollowing
characterigtics:

* high expectations of studentsin both academic
and vocational classes

+ vocational courses emphasizing students
communication, math, and science
competencies

“Schools making the most progress in High
Schools That Work motivate students by
establishing higher standards and getting
students to work harder and longer to meet
them. At most American high schools, time is
fixed and standards are flexible. HSTW’s
most-improved schools reverse the process
by setting high standards and providing extra
time and help for students to meet them.”

SREB
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¢ academic coursesteaching conceptsfromthe
college preparatory curriculum through
functional and applied strategies

+ eimination of the general track

¢ dl studentscomplete achallenging program of
study, including three coursesin math and three
in science (with aleast two creditsin each
course equivalent in content to courses offered
inthe college preparatory program) and are
actively engaged inthelearning process

¢ astructured system of work-based learning

+ vocational and academic teachersworking
together to integrate academic and vocational
curriculum and instruction and receiving staff
development, materials, and timeto work
together

¢ guidanceand counseling services, including
parent involvement

+ astructured system of extrahelp to enable
career-bound studentsto complete an
accelerated program of study that includeshigh-
level academic content and a career major

“Students in general and vocational programs
of study deserve a better deal than they are
getting. They are entitled to just as much
encouragement, rigorous coursework, faculty
guidance, planning, and evaluation as students
preparing for a four-year college or university.
They are not just the majority in high school;
they represent the majority in the work force
as well.”

SREB

¢ student assessment and program evaluation
(using datato continuously link school and
instructional practicestoimproved student
learning)

The seven most-improved sitesvary inlocation,
size, student characteristics and types of programs
offered. One school belongsto the nation’s 10th
largest school district, four schools have fewer than
1,000 students, two have between 1,000 and 1,500,
and one has over 1,500. Five of the seven sitesare
ethnically diverse, enrolling aminority student
population of 24 to 56 percent. Five are
comprehensive high schools, oneisatechnical high
school, and the seventh isahigh school working
with an areavocational center. All seven most-
improved schoolsuse applied learning materias
developed by the Center for Occupational Research
and Development (CORD) in Waco, Texas, as
stand-alone courses or as part of regular college
preparatory mathematics and science courses.

Contributing Factors

Quality of I mplementation

Implementing the key practicesidentified by SREB
for HSTW sites—high expectations; increasingly
challenging and integrated academic and vocational
studies; astructured system of work-based learning;
vocational and academic teachers havetime,
materialsand encouragement to work together;
advising systemincluding parents; extrahelp;
student assessment and program evaluation—led to
the most improvement on achievement levelsin
reading, mathematics and science.

High Expectations

SREB: “Studentsachieveat ahigher level if they
arerequired to simulate and use information,

mani pul ate abstract concepts, perform complex
calculations, and solve practical problems. Students
also make more gainsif they usetechnology intheir
studies.” At the most-improved schools* English
teachers... required [students] to make oral
presentations, state and defend opinions, compare
ideas, write research papers, and read books outside
of class.”
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I ntegrated Curriculum

More studentsin high achieving schoolsread
technical materials, solved mathematics problems
related to their vocational studies, and completed
projectsassigned jointly by their vocational and
academicteachers.

Academic teachers at the most-improved schools
used applied learning strategiesto teach
mathematics, science and English to career-bound
students.

Eliminatethe General Education Track

SREB: “Schoolsthat have made the most progress
inraising expectations havereplaced genera
mathematics, general science, and low-level English
with coursesthat contain rigor and relevanceto
work and further study.”

Guidance/Support

SREB: “Sitesthat made the most improvement ...
offer aguidance and advisement system to help
students plan and pursue achallenging program of
study. Teachersand parents participate actively in
the process by hel ping students choose courses and
understand the importance of ademanding

program.”

ExtraHelp and Time

SREB: “Schoolsthat make gainsin student
achievement do morethan enroll studentsin college
preparatory courses, hold them to high standards,
and get them to work harder and longer. They give
students extra help and time to meet more
demanding requirements.” Extrahelp comesfrom
mathematics, vocational and resourceteachers,
tutorsand family.

STUDY METHODOLOGY

For analysis, SREB uses data from student and
faculty surveys designed to capture perceptions
about high school and a one-year follow-up
survey of high school graduates; NAEP-type test
data on student achievement in reading,
mathematics, and science; an analysis of
transcripts to link student achievement to the
number and types of courses taken in high
school; and site-visits.

EVALUATION FUNDING
Both reports by Southern Regional Education
Board, Atlanta, GA.

GEOGRAPHIC AREAS

Established in 1987, HSTW has now grown to
over 650 sites in 21 states: AL, AR, DE, FL, GA,
HI, IN, KS, KY, LA, MD, MA, MS, NC, OK, PA,
SC, TN, TX, VA and WV.

CONTACT INFORMATION

Research and Implementing Organization
Gene Bottoms, Director

The Southern Regional Education Board
Vocational Education Consortium

592 Tenth Street, N.W.

Atlanta, Georgia 30318-5790

(404) 875-9211, Fax (404) 872-1477

www.sreb.org
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Hoke County High School:
North Carolina

A Summary of:

HOKE COUNTY HIGH SCHOOL, RAEFORD,
NORTH CAROLINA: A Case Study of High

Schools That Work, 1996, Prepared by
Southern Regional Education Board (Atlanta, GA)

Overview

Hoke County hasthethird lowest per capitaincome
inNorth Carolina. In 1993-94, the school ranked
last among the state's 121 school districtsin per
pupil expenditures. That year, Hoke County High
School wasdeclared a“low performing” school and
the state threatened to take over the district if it did
not make significant improvements. At about the
sametime, the school was selected to participatein
the High Schools that Work (HSTW) program of the
Southern Regional Education Board (SREB). In
their application to SREB, teachers proposed to
revisethe curriculum to ensure more rigorous
content and to strengthen the teamwork of academic
and vocational teachers. Asaresult of the efforts of
faculty and staff, student learning improved

POPULATION

Hoke County High School is a comprehensive
high school serving 1,350 students in grades 9
through 12. The student body is 55 percent
African American, 25 percent Native American,
and 20 percent Caucasian. Because of the
school’s proximity to a military base, many of
the students are transient. Seventy-three
percent of Hoke County students qualify for free
or reduced-price lunches compared to 40

percent statewide.

substantially. After its 1996 assessment of student
achievement in reading, mathematics and science,
SREB named Hoke County High School one of the
most improved sitesin the 22-state HSTW network.

Evidence of Effectiveness

A comparison of student records between 1993 and
1996 showed that:

+ atleast 90 percent of career-bound students had
taken Algebral, Geometry and Algebrall in
1996, whilein the 1993 class only 37 percent
had taken Algebral, 57 percent Geometry and
42 percent Algebrall

¢ 85 percent of the 1996 classtook college prep
biology compared with 37 percent in 1993

¢ studentswho completed SREB’srecommended
academic core increased from 33 percent to 80
percent in English, from 64 percent to 98

percent in mathematics, and from 39 percent to
93 percent in science

In addition, in 1996:

+ 53 percent of the students reported being
college-bound compared to 20 percent in 1990

+ 120 studentstook the SAT and achieved an
average score of 841 compared to 94 studentsin
1994, with an average score of 773

+ studentsused mathematicsasitisappliedinthe
workplace and prepared more written reports on
science projects
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Key Components

Using the HSTW key practices asaframework,
Hoke County High School teachers and staff
identified thefollowing priorities:

¢ getting academic and vocational teacherstoraise
expectationsand work together to integrate
learning

+ replacinglow level courses, particularly inthe
areas of mathematics, science and English, with
morerigorous coursesand increasing therange
of academic courses offered

+ gtrengthening vocational coursesthrough theuse
of internships and job shadowing and dropping
coursesthat do not meet industry standards,
while adding technol ogy courses, upgrading the
welding and drafting programs, and placing
additiona emphasison engineering-related
courses

¢ assisting and encouraging studentswho are not
prepared for the more rigorous courses by
adopting the STAR (Short Term Achievement

The philosophical statement that underlies
Hoke County improvement efforts is: “All
students are capable of success if instructed
in the learning style that suits them best,
whether hands-on, theoretical or some
combination.”

Southern Regional Education Board

and Reward) program, anine-week program
supplemented, if necessary, by after-school
classes and summer school

* revamping the school schedulewith ablock
schedule designed to provide moretimefor
integrated projectsand labs

+ strengthening career guidancethrough visits of
high school counselorsto the middle schoolsto
work with studentsand their parentsin
designing aprogram of study

+ enhancing staff devel opment, with particular
emphasis on educationa technology

Contributing Factors

Financial Support from the State

Both incentive grantsand Tech-Prep funding from
the state enabled the district to providetraining and
resourcesfor staff development.

Teacher Collaboration

School staff worked toward building teacher support
for theintegrated |earning program. Theteachers
were organized into teams consisting of academic

and vocational teachers and competed with each
other to design integrated projects. Thewinning
teamsreceived support to implement the projects.

Employer I nvolvement

Theteachersvisited work sites to become more
familiar with the skills needed by employers.
Employersvisited the school to discussworkplace
requirementswith students.
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STUDY METHODOLOGY

The Southern Regional Education Board (SREB)
uses data from student and faculty surveys,
course enrollment data and follow-up studies of
high school graduates. Scores on achievement
tests in reading, mathematics and science are
compared over time. For more information on
High Schools that Work, see pages 26 - 29 of
Some Things DO Make a Difference for Youth.

GEOGRAPHIC AREAS
Raeford, Hoke County, North Carolina.

CONTACT INFORMATION
Research Contact

Gene Bottoms

Senior Vice President

Southern Regional Education Board
High Schools that Work

592 Tenth St., NW

Atlanta, GA 30318-5790

(404) 875-9211, Fax (404) 872-1477
gene.bottoms@sreb.org
http://www.sreb.org

Implementing Contact

Jeff Moss

Associate Superintendent

for Instruction and Technology
Hoke County Schools

P.O. Box 370

Raeford, NC 28376

(910) 875-4106

Additional Resource: Bottoms, Gene (1999). Update: Experienced HSTW Sites Show | mprovement on the 1998 A ssessment;

More Work Needed. Atlanta, Georgia: Southern Regional Education Board. This article provides information on the
academic achievement gains of 24,000 students at 444 experienced HSTW sites (of about 850 total schools in 22 states)
between 1996 and 1998. The percentage of students who met HSTW performance goals went up from 43 to 51 percent in
reading, from 44 to 58 percent in mathematics and from 38 to 53 percent in science. Percentages of students at these sites
completing the HSTW-recommended rigourous academic curriculum areas rose from 1996 to 1998: from 38 to 58 percent in
science, 33 to 39 percent in English and 66 to 79 percent in mathematics. However, Bottoms was discouraged that only 28
percent of students took the recommended academic core in all subjects.
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| Have A Dream: Chicago, IL

A Summary of:

THE ROLE OF SOCIAL CAPITAL IN YOUTH
DEVELOPMENT: The Case of “IHave a

Dream”, to be published in 1999 in Educational
Evaluation and Policy Analysis, by Joseph Kahne
and Kim Bailey, University of lllinois at Chicago

Overview

“l HaveaDream” (IHAD) isayouth organization
providing financial, academic and social support to
inner-city public school studentsthroughout the
country. Local sponsors, generally wealthy families,
adopt an entire class of sixth graders, randomly
chosen, and guarantee“last dollar” * scholarshipsfor
all those who graduate from high school. Besides
maintaining personal relationshipswith the
“Dreamers,” the sponsors hire aproject coordinator
to facilitate and coordinate services, such astutoring,
employment, volunteering activities, counseling,
health and social services. Inthetwo case studies,
the coordinators were helped by volunteersfrom a
Princeton program and AmeriCorps members. The
premiseisthat, with personal support and financial
resources, inner-city youth will be ableto pursue
postsecondary education and/or be better prepared
to succeed in the workplace. For another study of
IHAD, see Some Things DO Make a Difference for
Youth.

POPULATION

“I Have a Dream” serves inner-city children,
from sixth grade until their graduation from high
school. The study focuses on two programs in
Chicago. La Familia was based on a youth
organization on the city’s West Side and served
52 Dreamers. Of these, 31 were Mexican
American, 14 Puerto Rican, five bi-racial, one
white and one African American. The majority
were female (56 percent) and for more than 70
percent, both parents had not completed high
school. Seventy percent had families with
incomes below $20,000. Ninety-four percent of
the initial Dreamers stayed in the program until
graduation. Project Success was located in a
church on the South Side of Chicago and
served 40 Dreamers, all African Americans.
Fifty-eight percent were women. The mothers
of 55 percent of the group had some high
school education (the researchers could not
gather reliable data on more than half of the
fathers). Eighty percent lived in families with
incomes below $20,000. Ninety percent of
Project Success’ Dreamers stayed in touch with

the program beyond graduation.

Evidence of Effectiveness

Researchers compared Dreamersto studentsfrom
previous sixth grade classes at the same school swho
had not participated in the program. When
compared to the control groups, Dreamers showed:

¢ higher graduation ratesfrom high school
(graduation ratesfor Dreamerswere 71 and 69
percent, double the 37 and 34 percent rates for
the control groups; 6 percent of the Dreamersin
the West Side program passed the GED)

¢ higher enrollment ratesin two- and four- year
colleges (63 and 67 percent of the Dreamers
enrolledin college, amost threetimesthe
control group rate, estimated at 20 and 18

percent)

Of the Dreamerswho went to college, 78 percent
enrolled in 4-year institutions.
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Key Components

The programs are tail ored to the needs of the
individual Dreamer. Key components, common to
al programs, are:

¢ long-term personal relationships (the project
coordinator and the sponsors maintain personal
contact with the Dreamersthroughout the
duration of the program and, in many cases,
even after the Dreamer enterscollege)

+ workingwith thefamilies (servicesare procured
not only for the Dreamers, but also for their
families, when needed; despite some conflicts
with afew parents, mostly onissues of values,
therelationship between staff and families
tended to be supportive)

+ linkageto existing community services
(Alcoholics Anonymous, battered women's
shelters, foster care, legal services, planned
parenthood, summer jobs, homeless shelters,
etc.)

+ helpwithfinding jobsand enrichment programs

+ focuson peer support to promote and maintain
pro-socia behaviors

+ academic support through tutoring and
mentoring accompanied by high expectations
(some Dreamerswere transferred to private
schools, paid by the sponsors, because staff felt
that they were not receiving adequate attention
and guidancein the public school s or because of
gang-related problems)

The average cost per student per year for six years
was $1,482 for the program on the city’s West Side
and $2,829 for that on the South Side. Private
school tuition represented 19 percent and 55 percent
of the cost respectively. To help improve public
schoolsininner city areas, the IHAD Foundationis
devel oping acharter school, one sponsor has
initiated acomprehensive neighborhood

devel opment program, and another IHAD group has
initiated apublicly-funded school that provides after-
school programs.

Contributing Factors

Building Social Trust

Timeisimportant to build trust among inner-city
youth. By accompanying the students from the
sixth grade, the project coordinator hastimeto build
strong relationshipswith Dreamers. Project
coordinatorsfor both programsremained in touch
with at least 90 percent of their original Dreamers
three or more years after they had left the program.

Relationshipsas Vehiclesfor Support

Inner-city youth generally deal with social pressures
that tend to undermine success. The mgjority of
Dreamerswerevictimsof physical, sexua or
substance abuse in the home and/or had participated
ingang activities. Interviews indicated that a
trusting relationship with IHAD staff helped
Dreamersdeal with such major concerns.
Relationshipswith staff and sponsorswere also an
important tool for job opportunitiesand accessto
servicesand programs.

I mplementation Quality

IHAD’smajor challengeisto hire staff ableto
providetheintense support and commitment
required by thetarget population. Studies of other
IHAD programsthat did not show graduation rates
as high astheseindicate that more successful
programs havelow turnover of project coordinators,
work with both private and public schools, and
benefit from volunteer help. 1nthe case studies,
AmeriCorps membersand volunteersfrom the
Princeton Project 55 Program added two full-time
staff membersto each of the two programs. These
individuals added extrahours of staff work, besides
offering more opportunitiesfor Dreamersto
establish meaningful relationships (somevolunteers
were ableto establish positiveinteractionswith
Dreamerswho were resistant to approaching the
IHAD coordinators).
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STUDY METHODOLOGY

Researchers studied two IHAD programs for two
and a half years and used a sixth grade class at
the Dreamers’ schools that had not been part of
the program as a control group (assignments
were randomized). The programs were chosen
because they were consistent with the IHAD
model, maintained contact at least with 90 percent
of the Dreamers and their Dreamers were already
making the transition to college. Researchers
interviewed Dreamers, staff, parents and
sponsors, observed program operations on over
100 occasions, ran focus group sessions with
staff, sponsors and students, conducted surveys,
and used school records to obtain data for
Dreamers and the control groups.

EVALUATION FUNDING

Steans Family and Polk Brothers Foundations,
The Chicago Community Trust and the Center for
Urban Educational Research at the University of
lllinois at Chicago.

GEOGRAPHIC AREAS
Both programs are located in Chicago, IL.

CONTACT INFORMATION
Research Contact

Joseph Kahne, Professor
Department of Education

Mills College

5000 MacArthur Blvd.

Oakland, CA 94613-1301

(510) 430-3275, Fax (510) 430-3119
jkahne@mills.edu

Implementing Contact

Yvonne Butchee, Executive Director

“l Have a Dream” Foundation - Chicago
1335 W. Harrison St.

Chicago, IL 60607-3318

(312) 421-4423, Fax (312) 421-2741
Dreamchgo@aol.com

http://www.ihad.org

1

the sponsor pays for college costs above those covered, for example, by grants and other scholarships.
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Maryland’s Tomorrow

A Summary of:

MARYLAND'S TOMORROW HIGH SCHOOL
PROGRAM OUTCOME EVALUATION:

Cohorts |, I, and Ill, February 1995 Maryland
State Department of Education, Division of
Planning, Results, and Information Management

MARYLAND'S TOMORROW: Lessons

Learned, July 1996, Institute for Policy Studies,
The Johns Hopkins University by Marion Pines,
Laura Noffke and Annvon Lossberg

Overview

TheMaryland’s Tomorrow high school program
(hereafter MT) isalarge-scal e, state-wide dropout
prevention effort operating in 75 high school s across
Maryland. Central goalsof MT are dropout
prevention and improved passing rates on the
Maryland Functional Tests (hereafter MFT) for
students who are more at-risk than the general
school population. M T services begin the summer
before ninth grade and continue year-round for five
years, including summersand transition servicesfor
theyear following graduation.

POPULATION

Ninth through 12th grade students in the State
of Maryland who are “at-risk of dropping out of
high school” (who are one year behind in
mathematics or reading and/or were retained in
grade at-least one year prior to 9th grade). MT
serves approximately 7,500 students annually.
In 1992-1993, MT students were 41.6 percent
Caucasian, 54.5 percent African American, 3.9
percent Hispanic, American Indian and Asian/
Pacific Islander, 57.7 percent male, and 42.3
percent female. (Demographics have remained
roughly constant since 1992.)

Evidence of Effectiveness

The 1995 comparison group evaluation of MT by
the Maryland State Department of Education
examined the largest 27 of the 75 M T programs and
found:

¢ MT students had higher graduation ratesand
lower dropout ratesthan comparison group
studentsin more than half of the programs
studied.

+ Inthefirst three cohorts, there was a 27 percent
declinein the number of dropouts. These three
cohorts produced 1,393 graduates. According
to the comparison groups' performances, if MT
services had not been provided, only 1,242
would have graduated.

+ Performance on the Maryland Functional Tests
improved in each of the three cohorts. The
third cohort of MT students outperformed
comparison studentsin 100 percent of the 27
evaluated schools. The percentage of MT
participantspassing all the Maryland Functional
Tests also increased for each of three cohorts
(Cohort I: 78 vs. 62 percent of comparison
students; Cohort I1: 86 percent; Cohort I11: 97
percent). Test scoresalsowentupasMT
participants progressed from the 9th to 11th
grades.
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¢ 9th and 10th grade GPAswere higher for MT
participants than comparison group studentsina
majority of schoolsin all three cohorts. In
Cohorts| and I, however, 11th and 12th grade
GPAswerelower for MT participantsthan for
comparison group studentsin over half of the
schools.

MT programs are held strictly accountable through a
Performance Management System that sets
expectationsfor annua improvementsin MFT pass
rates, dropout rates, attendance, and credits earned.
Annual performance outcomes are measured and an
annual “report card” isissued for each of 75
programsindicating threeyearsof trend data. MT
student performance in each program is compared to
all studentsin the school that hoststhat MT

program.

Based on annual MT performance data statewide:

¢ Theschool dropout rate of MT participants
went down each year over afour-year period
from ahigh of 6.52 percent in 1992-93 to 4.70
percent in 1995-96. (Thisbringsthe dropout
ratefor M T’ sat-risk participants closeto the
state dropout rate of 4.58 percent for al
students).

MT costs approximately $1,200 per student per year
of state and Job Training Partnership Act (hereafter
JTPA) education set-aside funds. MT isfunded
primarily by the State of Maryland, witha
commitment of closeto $10 million ayear,
augmented by JTPA “8 percent funds” and local
contributions. Thefundsgo directly fromthe
Maryland State Department of Education to the 12
Service Delivery Areas/Private Industry Councils
which devel op partnershipswith thelocal school
districtsfor program implementation.

Key Components

MT has moved from serving 100 summer students
in onecity (in 1985) to ayear-round, state-wide
dropout prevention/intervention strategy serving
approximately 7,500 annually, for aperiod of five
years. Studentsareinvolved in MT from the
summer before entering ninth gradeto the year
following graduation from high school. MT
programs serve from afew to over 300 students
annually in each of 75 schools, in all 24 state
jurisdictions. Some counties havesmall programsin
every school and othershavelarge programsin only
afew of their schools.

Each MT program includes:

¢ case management, counseling and continued
high level support

¢ intensive academicinstruction during the
summer and school year

“Dropout intervention works in Maryland.
Hundreds of Maryland’s Tomorrow graduates
who were previously slated for failure have
come to lead productive lives beyond their
greatest expectations.”

Institute for Policy Studies

¢ career guidance and exploration (career
counseling and transition servicesfor fiveyears)

+ summer activities, including subsidized and
private employment, community service, college
camps, trips, workshops, and creative arts
competitions

¢ persona development

¢ skillsdevel opment

*  peer support

+ adult mentors
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Some of the most intensive M T programs operate as

“school-within-a-school” -type programswith small
MT classesand flexible schedules. Other sitesmay
provide pull-out services, and many sites make use
of homevisitsand intensive parent involvement.

Contributing Factors

Caring Adults

MT servesasa“safe haven” for students through
caring staff who take a special interest in each
student. Thisisespecially important for 9th graders,
who often feel fearful and isolated in anew school.
These caring adultshold M T studentsresponsible
for their actionsthrough a strict attendance and
grade monitoring system to make sure students stay
in school and on-track for graduation. Personalized
follow-up, sometimeshighly individuaized and
intensive, extendsfor ayear after graduation.

Long-term, Continuous Services

MT works with studentsfor five years, from the
summer before 9th grade until ayear after high
school graduation. Summer services ensure year-
round contact.

“The single most important component of
success found across three Maryland’s
Tomorrow programs (selected for in-depth
analysis) was consistent, caring adults. ...
Consistency ... is critical. At-risk students do
not need to become attached to someone, only
to have that person slip out of his life. This
chaotic pattern too often mirrors the past and
can be debilitating to the students.”

Institute for Policy Studies

Sound I mplementation

MT program implementors are provided with a
combination of flexibility (through self-assessment
and technical assistance) and accountability (through
the Performance Management System) which allows
for quality implementation. The cooperation of
faculty, administrators, and parents al so contributes
to sound implementation.

STUDY METHODOLOGY

The Maryland State Department of Education
evaluation compared academic achievement and
dropout outcomes for the first three cohorts of
students in MT (‘88/89, ‘89/90, ‘90/91) in 27
schools to a comparable group of students in the
same schools. MT students were tracked from
ninth grade through high school graduation. Data
on comparison groups at each school were
gathered from school records. Data on MT
participants were provided by the MT MIS system
managed by the Institute for Policy Studies at
Johns Hopkins and the Maryland Department of
Labor, Licensing and Regulations.

EVALUATION FUNDING

Evaluation conducted and funded by Maryland
State Department of Education. Descriptive
report funded by Maryland State Department of
Education.

GEOGRAPHIC AREAS

There are MT programs in 75 high schools across
the State of Maryland, with a program in each of
the 24 state jurisdictions.

CONTACT INFORMATION

Research Organization

Marion Pines, Senior Fellow

Institute for Policy Studies

The Johns Hopkins University

Wyman Park Building/3400 N. Charles Street
Baltimore, MD 21218-2696

(410) 516-7169, Fax (410) 516-4775

Jill Symmes

Family Involvement and Dropout Intervention
Branch, Maryland State Department of Education
200 W. Baltimore Street

Baltimore, MD 21201

(410) 767-0620, Fax (410) 333-8148
www.msde.state.md.us
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Quantum Opportunities

A Summary of:

EVALUATION OF THE QUANTUM
OPPORTUNITIES PROGRAM (QOP): DID

THE PROGRAM WORK? June 1994, by Andrew
Hahn, with Tom Leavitt and Paul Aaron

QUANTUM OPPORTUNITIES PROGRAM: A

BRIEF ON THE QOP PILOT PROGRAM,
September 1995 Both studies conducted by Center
for Human Resources, Heller Graduate School,
Brandeis University (Waltham, MA)

Overview

The Quantum Opportunities Program (hereafter
QOP) was ayear-round, multi-year, comprehensive
service program for disadvantaged youth (all from
familiesreceiving food stamps and public assi stance)
launched in five communitiesin 1989. Twenty-five
disadvantaged studentsin each community were
randomly selected to enter the program beginningin
ninth grade and continuing through four years of
high school. QOP was operated by
community-based organizationsin thefive
communities served (Opportunities Industrial
Centersinfour sites; Learning Enterprisein
Milwaukee). QOP was focused around education
activities (tutoring, homework assistance,
computer-assisted instruction) and devel opment

POPULATION

QOP students were selected randomly from
families receiving public assistance in each of
the five project cities. Eighty-six percent were
ethnic minorities and only 9 percent lived with
both parents.

activities (lifeand family skills, planning for the
futureincluding postsecondary education and jobs).
Community servicewasalso stressed. Community
agencies provided service after school ontheir
premisesand, in some cases, in school settings
(wherethe school s provided time and space). Young
peoplewere provided with caring adult mentorswho
stuck with them over four years, no matter what.

Evidence of Effectiveness

Brandeisresearchers evaluated four QOP sites.
Relativeto acontrol group, QOP students:

+ graduated from high school more often (63 vs.
42 percent)

+ dropped out of school less often (23 vs. 50
percent)

+ went on to postsecondary education more often
(42 vs. 16 percent)

+ attended a4-year college more often (18 vs. 5
percent)

+ attended a2-year institution more often (19 vs.
9 percent)

* becameteen parents less often (24 vs. 38
percent)

+ more often: took part in acommunity project in
the six monthsfollowing QOP (21 vs. 12
percent); were volunteer tutors, counselorsor
mentors, (28 vs. 8 percent) and gavetimeto
non-profit, charitable, school or community
groups (41 vs. 11 percent, only statistically
significant at the Philadel phiasite)

American Youth Policy Forum



Raising Academic Acheivement 53

The effects of QOP increased over time, as
measured at the end of each high school year. After
thefirst year, therewere no significant differences
seen between the QOP and control groupsin the 11
academic and functional skill areas measured. After
two years, scores of QOP participants were higher
inall 11 areas, and the difference was statistically
significant infive areas. By thetime QOP students
and control samplewereleaving high school in
1993, QOP student group scoresin all 11 areaswere
much higher than control student scores, and the
differenceswere statistically significant in every
area.

Therewaswide variation among the program sites.
Oneof thefiveoriginal sites, Milwaukee, was
dropped from the evaluation after problemswith
implementation and follow-up. Of theremaining

four, Philadel phiahad the most significant outcomes.
For example, therate of 4-year college attendance
was nearly three times higher than theratein San
Antonio, fivetimes higher than Oklahoma City, and
eight times higher than Saginaw. Researchersnoted
that at the Philadel phiasite, staff developed and
maintained strong bonds with the QOP students, and
were ableto forge acohesive group identity.

The Ford Foundation forward funded QOP at $1.3
millionfor four years. The evaluation’s cost/benefit
analysis showed that QOP cost $10,600 per
participant over the four year period and that $3.68
wasgained for every dollar spentif QOP college
students earned adegree. Evenif only one-third of
QOP college students ultimately received degrees,
the benefit-cost ratio was $3.04 for every dollar

spent.

Key Components

QOP also featured financial incentivesfor
participantsand staff. Studentsreceived small
stipendsfor participating in program activities
(starting at $1 per program hour, and rising to $1.33)
and bonuses for compl eting activities ($100 for
every 100 program hours). They also received a
matching amount in an account that could be used
only for post-program activities, such as collegeand
training.

“In contrast to most youth programs in the
‘add-on’ or ‘second-chance’ tradition, QOP was
designed to encourage long-term involvement
through an array of services. Meaningful
relationships with adults would be encouraged
without fear of having bonds abruptly severed
when the programs ended.”

Brandeis University

Contributing Factors

Caring Adults

Brandeis: “If young people are connected with
caring adultsfor sustained periods of time,
year-round, positiveresultsdo emerge.” Program
administrators and staff, aswell asteachers and
mentors, took an activeinterest in the welfare of the
QOP students, encouraging them, visiting them,
following up and doing everything they could to
keep them in the program. “Oncein QOP, always
in QOP” wasthe unofficial motto, and most
program counselorstook it to heart.

“Simply put, when a quantum opportunity was
offered, young people from public assistance
backgrounds--African American males,
females, whites, Asians, others -- took it!
They joined the programs and many stayed
with the programs or the staff associated with
the initiatives, for long periods.”

Brandeis University

Sense of Community

The project siteswere small, with only 25 students
in each. Studentswere able to bond with each other
and with adultsin the program, particularly at the
Philadelphiasite.
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Multiple Services Encompassing All Aspects of
Youths' Lives

The QOP program was designed to address the
many challenges and obstaclesthat disadvantaged
youthface. QOP focused on developing basic skills
(academic and functional) for future success,
strengthening lifeand social skillsto make better
choicesand operate more effectively with families
and peers, broadening horizonsthrough cultural trips
and other experiences, and taking pridein the
community through active service.

Quality Staff

Resultsfrom the most effective project
site--Philadel phia--show what can be accomplished
with adedicated, quality staff. Brandeis: “The
differences, for example, between San Antonio and
Philadel phia cannot be attributed to the
neighborhood setting, the characteristics of
participants, or to the program model. What
distinguishesthese sitesisthe degree of buy-infrom
the host organi zations and the commitment of staff
atallevels”

Financial Incentives As Part of a Comprehensive
Program

Whilefinancial incentiveswereimportant to some
students, and helped with family expenses, it
appeared that they were not the decisive factor in
QOP participation. When they are part of a
comprehensive, well-devel oped program, financial
incentives can be effectivein maintaining student
interest in and attendance at program events.
However, they do not appear to operate effectively
in the absence of astrong program featuring much
personal contact with staff.

Financial Resources

The Ford Foundation funded the QOP program
upfront, making it possibleto planfor and deliver a
host of services over an extended period of time.
Both staff and students knew the resources were
thereto carry through on their commitments.

STUDY METHODOLOGY

In 1989, program designers randomly assigned
50 disadvantaged students in each of the five sites
to either a program or a control group.
Researchers compared the progress of the two
groups with periodic questionnaires and basic
skills tests.

EVALUATION FUNDING
Evaluation of the QOP funded by the Ford
Foundation.

GEOGRAPHIC AREAS

The pilot project took place in five communities:
Philadelphia, PA; Saginaw, Ml; Oklahoma City,
OK; San Antonio, TX; and Milwaukee, WI.

CONTACT INFORMATION

Research Organization

Andrew Hahn

Center for Human Resources

Heller Graduate School, Brandeis University
Waltham, MA 02254-9110

(617) 736-3774, Fax (617) 736-3851
graduateschool.heller.brandeis.edu/chr/
index.html

Implementing Organization

C. Benjamin Lattimore

Opportunities Industrialization Centers

of America, Inc.

1415 Broad Street

Philadelphia, PA 19122

(215) 236-4500, Ext. 251, Fax (215) 236-7480
oicofamerica.org
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Sponsor-A-Scholar

A Summary of:

AN EVALUATION OF THE IMPACTS OF THE
SPONSOR-A-SCHOLAR PROGRAM ON
STUDENT PERFORMANCE Final Report to

The Commonwealth Fund, December 1996,
Institute for Research on Higher Education
(IRHE),University of Pennsylvania (Philadelphia,
PA) by Amy W. Johnson

Overview

Philadel phia' s Sponsor-A-Scholar (hereafter SAS)
programisbuilt ontheideathat arelationship with a
caring adult can spur disadvantaged youth to achieve
in high school and continue on to postsecondary
education. The program matches at-risk youth with
mentors who stay with them for five years—from
ninth grade through the freshman collegeyear. SAS
also providesfinancial assistanceto help students

pay for college.

POPULATION

Thirty to forty students from Philadelphia public
schools are served by SAS each year.
Participants are nominated for the program by
school staff in the 8th or 9th grade. They must
be economically disadvantaged (based on
qualification for the federal school lunch
program) and at a middle level of academic
achievement (Bs and Cs). They should also
exhibit motivation to participate in the program
and an interest in going on to college. Staff
generally consider whether students would be
able to attend college in the absence of SAS.

Evidence of Effectiveness

This 1996 analysisfound that, relativeto a
comparison group, the 180 SAS studentsin the

study:

+ werenearly threetimesmorelikely to attend
collegethefirst year after high school

+ had higher Grade Point Averages (GPAs) in 10th
grade (an average of 78.8 vs. 77) and in 11th
grade (an average of 78.1vs. 76.2) and similar
GPAsinthe 12th grade

¢ participated in more college preparation
activities, such as SAT prep courses,
investigating financial aid opportunitiesor
visiting acollege campus (on average, SAS
students participated in one and ahalf more
activitiesout of apossible seven)

+ who had low GPAs and high rates of
absenteeism in the 9th grade, and those with
minimal family support, did better than the
comparison group across a number of outcome
measures.

Evaluators also found that:

¢ Therate of absenteeism in 9th gradewasa
strong predictor of future academic performance
for both SAS and non-SAS students.

¢ Themore personal contact astudent haswith
his or her mentor, the better he or she does on a
number of outcome measures. A mentor’s age,
race, or location of home did not make a
significant differencein student performance.

SAS costs $1,485 per student per year in program
operational costs (in 1996 dollars).

American Youth Policy Forum



Raising Academic Acheivement 56

Key Components

Philadel phia Futuresisthe major educational
program of the Greater Philadel phiaUrban
Coalition, anon-profit supported by the city of
Philadel phia, corporate donors, The Commonwealth
Fund and other private donations. LikeBaltimore's
CollegeBound and | Have aDream, SASprovides
financial assistancefor collegeand anintensive
support structure to students. SAS servicesare
delivered to students primarily at their schoolson a
one-to-one or small group basis. At least oncea
year, SAS participantsfrom oneclass (i.e. the class
of *95) from al high schools meet asagroup. SAS
features:

+  $6,000 (provided by the mentor, mentor’s
business, agroup of businesses or a group of
individuals) throughout the period of college
attendanceto cover student essentialslike books
and travel money (these funds are not included
when collegescalculatefinancial need

+ each student receivesall $6,000 regardless of
the gap between financial aid and tuition costs)

¢ amentor relationship lasting five years, with
mentors who see students at |east monthly and
keep in frequent phone contact between visits,
monitor their students’ academic progress by
reviewing thereport card, helpwith financial aid
and college applications, stay in contact with
program staff; participatein program activities,
develop along-term rel ationship based on
mutual respect and trust and build
communication with the students’ families

“Many young adults are growing up and leaving
the education system earlier than their
capabilities warrant ... For some, this is a
result of isolation from the caring and
consistent adult relationships that research
has shown to be a common factor among
many who do achieve success, despite
disadvantaged circumstances.”

IRHE

+ a“classcoordinator” for each year who
monitorsthe mentor-student relationship,
reviews nominations and selects studentsfor the
program, holds meetingsfor students, reviews
students’ academic progress and plansfor
summer activities, and workswith school
personnel to ensure that studentsare on a
college-preptrack

+ an“academic support coordinator” who
arrangesfor and monitorstutoring assignments,
SAT prep courses and workshops on study
skills, arrangestripsto colleges and setsup
workshopsonfinancial aid, college selection,
college applicationsand rel ated topics

+ summer enrichment possibilities: summer jobs,
workshops on study skillsand SAT prep,
academic programsat alocal prep school,
classesat alocal community collegeand travel
to aforeign country through the Experiment in
International Living

+ opportunitiesfor students and their mentorsto
attend local cultural and sports events

Contributing Factors

The Quality of the Mentoring Relationship

IRHE: “Becausethe quality of therelationship
between mentor and student--not simply the fact of
arelationship--seems critical to student performance,
agenciesthat run mentoring programs should pay
close attention to the selection, training, and
monitoring processesthat involve mentors...”

I ntensive I ntervention

Philadel phia Futures has atered its approach over
timeto support asmall, but intensive and long-term
mentoring program rather than alessintensive
tutoring program that could reach alarger number of
students, but which might beless effective. Inthe
early years, SAS served about 60 students ayear.
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Students came from nearly all of Philadelphials34
high schools. SAS has since decided to work with
30 to 40 youth per year, with youth concentrated in
just 10-12 high schools.

Morethan the Mentoring: Program Support
Activities

IRHE: “Program supports, in addition to mentoring,
seemvital. Mentoring aone cannot provide
everything to at-risk high school students, if the goal
istoimprovetheir academic performance and
preparation for higher education.” Program
supports, beyond the scholarships and mentoring
werethe class coordinator, academic support
coordinator, summer enrichment program and
attending cultural events.

A Focuson High-Level Academic Skills

IRHE: “Theimplication of thelack of impact on
students’ measured self-esteem isthat thisoutcome
ought not to be the focus of mentors' efforts. While
the lack of impact may be afunction of ablunt
measurement instrument that is not detecting
significant changesinthisarea, theevidence
suggeststhat programs and mentorsalike ought to
focustheir effortsinstead on high-level academic
skills”

Rigorous Coursesand Outside Activities

GPA gainsin 12th grade may have been limited by
two factors: 1) SAS studentstook more difficult
coursesthan non-SA S students (significantly more
SASstudentswereenrolled in two difficult
courses--Elementary Functionsand Physics); and 2)
SAS studentstended to participatein outside
enrichment activities, which may have negatively
affected their grades. (Also, as SASevolved,
students received more support services. Sincethe

“...the encouragement and guidance provided
by a mentor or mentor-like figure, their
sustained involvement, and proactive
assistance with the college selection and
application processes are key
ingredients--along with financial assistance--in
the success of social programs that aim to
help individuals rise from poverty and get a
college degree.”

IRHE

first cohort had the least services, their GPA gains
wereless, thereby bringing down the overall average
GPA gains.)

Accessto Information

SA S students participated in significantly more
college preparation activities because they had
accessto information that non-SA S students|acked.
Theeva uator suggeststhat the city might consider
strengthening its counseling and advising servicesto
extend thetypes of benefitsreceived by SAS
participantsto more non-participants.

Studentswith Fewest Resources Are Helped the
Most

Those studentswith low GPAs and high absencesin
the 9th grade, aswell asthose with minimal family
support, benefited the most from the SAS program.
Students attending schoolswith high dropout rates,
or comprehensive high schools, also benefited
greatly from SAS. Thissuggeststhat the program
should target its resources at those most in need for
the greatest impact.

Flexible Staff
Program staff continually monitored their work and
made changes as necessary.
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STUDY METHODOLOGY

This evaluation studied 434 students (180 in the
treatment group and the rest in a comparison
group) from the Philadelphia public high school
classes of 1994, 1995, 1996, and 1997.
Researchers analyzed student, mentor and
guidance counselor surveys, high school
transcripts, school district information on the
characteristics of the high schools attended and
Philadelphia Futures’ program records.
Regression analysis was used to determine
program impact.

EVALUATION FUNDING
Evaluation funded by The Commonwealth Fund.

GEOGRAPHIC AREAS

SAS services have reached students who have
been enrolled in all 34 of Philadelphia’s public
high schools.

CONTACT INFORMATION
Research Organization

Amy Johnson

Institute for Research on Higher Education
University of Pennsylvania

4200 Pine Street, 5A

Philadelphia, PA 19104-4090

(215) 898-4585, Fax (215) 898-9876

Implementing Organization

Marciene Mattleman, Executive Director
Philadelphia Futures

230 South Broad St., 7th Floor
Philadelphia, PA 19102

(215) 790-1666, Fax (215) 790-1888

www.philadelphiafutures.org
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Student Support Services

A Summary of:

NATIONAL STUDY OF STUDENT SUPPORT
SERVICES: Third Year Longitudinal Study
Results and Program Implementation Study

Update, 1997 Westat, Inc. (Rockville, MD) by
Bradford Chaney, Lana Muraskin, Margaret
Cahalan and Rebecca Rak

Overview

Student Support Services (hereafter SSS) is
designed to help disadvantaged studentsstay in
college and graduate by offering academic
counseling and peer tutoring. Asoneof thefedera
TRIO programs, SSSisfunded under Title IV of the
Higher Education Act of 1965 to help students
overcomeclass, socia, academic and cultural
barriersto higher education. [Four other TRIO
programswork with low-incomeand first-generation
students at different stages of the educational
pipeline. Talent Search Centersand Educational
Opportunity Centersprovidelessintensivecollege
information servicesto young people and adults
respectively. Upward Bound isdesigned toincrease
opportunitiesfor disadvantaged youth to attend

POPULATION

Currently over 700 SSS projects serve 165,000
disadvantaged college students as measured by
income (family incomes under 150 percent of
the poverty line) and/or parents’ educational
status (neither parent has graduated from
college), or who are disabled. In 1994, 66
percent of SSS participants at the study sites
were female and 54 percent were members of
minority groups.

college. TheRonald E. McNair Post-baccal aureate
Achievement Program prepares|ow-income and
first-generation college studentsfor doctoral

programs.]

Evidence of Effectiveness

SSSshowed asmall but positive and statistically
significant effect for thefollowing measures.
Relative to amatched comparison group, SSS
students:

* increased credits earned by amean of 1.25in
thefirst year, 0.79 in the second year, 0.71in
the third year, and 2.25 in the three years
combined

+ stayed at the sameinstitution at a7 percent
higher rate in the second year (i.e., from 60
percent to 67 percent), and a9 percent higher
ratein the third year (i.e., from 40 percent to 49
percent). SSS students stayed for athird year at
any higher education institution at a 3 percent
higher rate (i.e., from 74 percent to 77 percent).

Without intervention from programs such as
TRIO, “Students from high-income households
enroll, persist, and graduate at much higher
rates than students from low-income families
... Enrollment and graduation rates are also
impacted by the educational attainment level of
the head of the student’s household.”

Westat

Studentswho participated the most experienced the
greatest improvement. However, nearly 30 percent
of the students had low levelsof participation (five
or fewer hours of servicesin their freshman year).

SSStargeted the most disadvantaged students.
Compared to thetotal undergraduate population,
SSS participantswere older and morelikely to be
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members of aminority group (54 vs. 25 percent),
have had lower levels of academic achievement
before college and have dependent children.

The average cost per participant in 1995 dollarswas
$867. (The cost per student has decreased over
time, from $1,123 in 1970 to $744 in 1995, both
measured in 1990 dollars).

Key Components

SSS provides academic counseling and other support
servicesto disadvantaged studentsto help them stay
in college and graduate. The actual package of
servicesoffered vary by institution. Services
providedinclude: peer tutoring, counseling/
academic advising, specid cultural events,

workshops and academic coursesdesigned
specifically for SSS students. Some programsare
designed as“home-base” programswhich assist
studentsin securing needed servicesfrom avariety
of campusoffices. Othersareeither single-service
or full-service programs.

Contributing Factors

Services Addressing Multiple Student Needs

SSS programs that addressed awide range of
students’ needs--both academic and
non-academic--saw the most positive outcomes, as
did programsthat integrated SSSwith other
available services. Researchersfound that peer
tutoring, cultural events, workshops and academic
coursesdesigned specifically for SSS participants
were particularly effective.

Sense of Community

Indirect services, such as attendance at cultural
events, had a positive effect on student outcomes,
reinforcing theideathat asense of belongingisas
important to succeeding in college as more concrete
academic assistance. Thissense of belonging was
reinforced by workshops and courses for SSS
students only, which had a positiveimpact on
retention.

Peer Tutoring was the Service that was Most
Consistently Effective

Peer tutoring was associated with statistically
significant positive effectson retention, credits
earned and GPA. Researchers suggest that peer
tutoring addressed both academic and non-academic

“In essence, the levels of exposure to
services, along with the types of services
received, are important determinants of
positive project effects. Depending on the
amount of funding available, the program may
need to choose between having a small effect
on a large number of students or a larger effect
on fewer students.”

Westat

needs. Westat: “It may be that the peer tutors also
acted asrole model s--especially in those caseswhere
past SSS participants served as peer tutors--and thus
helped to reinforce that SSS students could succeed
and even provide help to other SSS studentsin the
future.”

The More Students Participated, the More They
Benefited

Therewasalinear relationship between the level
and intensity of student participationin SSSservices
and positive outcomes. The benefit for individual
students depended both on whether they received
those servicesthat were most clearly related to
positive outcomes, and on the number of hours of
those servicesthat they received.

American Youth Policy Forum



Raising Academic Acheivement 61

STUDY METHODOLOGY

Researchers compared the college retention rate,
grades, and credits of program participants
against those of a statistically matched
comparison group of college students who were
not participants. Data sources included a
longitudinal survey of these 5,800 participant and
comparison students over three years, service
records, project performance reports, surveys of
project directors and site visits.

EVALUATION FUNDING

Evaluation funded by U.S. Department of
Education.

GEOGRAPHIC AREAS

SSS operates in postsecondary institutions
throughout the United States, particularly in larger
schools (over 20,000 enrolled). About 34 percent
of all freshmen attended institutions with SSS
projects.

CONTACT INFORMATION
Research Organization

Bradford Chaney, Senior Analyst
Westat, Inc.

1650 Research Blvd.

Rockville, MD 20850

(301) 251-1500, Fax (301) 294-2040
www.westat.com

Funding and Monitoring Organization
David Goodwin

Planning and Evaluation Service

U.S. Department of Education

Office of the Under Secretary

600 Independence Avenue, SW, Room 4131
Washington, D.C. 20202-8240

(202) 401-0263, Fax (202) 401-5943
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Success for All/Exito para Todos

A Summary of:

Success for All/Exito Para Todos: Effects
on the Reading Achievement of Students
Acquiring English, February 1998, Center for

Research on the Education of Students Placed at
Risk (CRESPAR), Johns Hopkins University, by
Robert E. Slavin and Nancy A. Madden

Overview

Successfor All isacomprehensive program for
elementary school studentsthat focuseson
prevention of and early, intensiveinterventionin
potential learning problems. Successfor All

addresses|earning problemsthrough athree-pronged

approach: high-quality instruction from
kindergarten onward; improved school-family links;
and one-to-onetutoring of primary-grade students
who are having difficultieswith reading. Although
Successfor All wasoriginally designed for
English-speaking at-risk children, it was adapted to
Spanish Bilingual programsand English asa Second
Language programs. The name* Successfor All”
refersto theoriginal program for English-speaking
children or to the adapted programsfor non-English
speaking children. “Exito ParaTodos’ refers
specifically to the bilingual program adapted for
Spanish-speaking students.

POPULATION

Success for All is offered in elementary schools
that serve a high population of at-risk children,
including particularly those learning English as
a second language. The program is adapted
for grades K to 6. In Philadelphia’s Francis
Scott Key School, where the first application of
Success for All began, more than 60 percent of
its 622 students entered the school speaking
Cambodian or other Southeast Asian
languages. Ninety-six percent of the students
qualified for free lunch. Philadelphia’s Fairhill
Elementary School, where the bilingual Exito
Para Todos program was firstimplemented,
served a student body of 694 students.
Seventy-eight percent were Hispanic and 22
percent were African American. Ninety-three
percent qualified for free lunch. El Vista
Elementary School in Modesto, CA, which also
used Exito Para Todos, served a student body

speaking 17 languages.

Evidence of Effectiveness

Evaluators compared Successfor All/Exito Para
Todos students to comparison groups and found
that, after ayear:

+ Adganfifth-gradersretained alevel 2.8 years
higher

+ for non-Asian students, reading levelswere at
least afull grade equivalent higher

+ Asdganfourth-graderscompleting Successfor All/
Exito ParaTodos had areading level 2.9 years
higher

+ reading gradelevelsfor Spanish-speaking first
graderswere 1.4 gradelevelshigher
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Key Components

Successfor All/Exito ParaTodosincludesthe +  eight-week reading assignmentsafter which
following components: teachers assess students and make program
adjustments
¢ one-on-onereading tutors (may bebilingual
tutors) + ESL ingtruction offered either in agroup setting
orindividualy
+ a“regrouped” reading programinwhich
studentswho areregularly assigned to +  Family Support Teamswhich provide
heterogeneous, age-grouped classesare opportunitiesfor parenting education and
regrouped for a90-minute period according to involvement

reading performancelevels

+ aprogram facilitator who works at each school
full-timeto oversee operations

Contributing Factors

Coordination of Classroom Activities
Tutors, reading teachers, ESL teachers and others Links Community Service Agencies

successfully coordinate classroom subjectsand Studentswho are not receiving adequate sleep or

activities. Teachersregularly meet to coordinate nutrition, need glasses, are not attending school

their approachesfor individual children. regularly, or are exhibiting serious behavior problems
arereferred to appropriate community service

Engaging Activitiesfor Students agencies.

Reading and academic basics are taught by
traditional meansand through engaging activitiesthat  Parental Support

encourage the devel opment and use of language. Through Family Support Teams, parents have an
The program offersabalance of academicreadiness  open forum to discusswith teachersthe progress
and non-academic music, art and movement their childismaking.

activities.
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STUDY METHODOLOGY

The report evaluates the results of Success for All/
Exito Para Todos in two elementary schools in
Philadelphia, three in California and two in
Arizona. It also cites the study of Exito Para
Todos currently underway in Houston. Evaluators
based their reports on grade levels and academic
achievements. They compared Success for All/
Exito Para Todos participants to similar groups of
students attending other language development
programs. Some evaluations were based on three
scales found in the Woodcock Proficiency
Battery: Word Identification, Word Attack and
Passage Comprehension.

EVALUATION FUNDING

Office of Educational Research and Improvement,
U.S. Department of Education.

GEOGRAPHIC AREAS

The evaluation focused on sites in: Philadelphia,
PA (Francis Scott Key School and Fairhill
Elementary School); Southern California
(Fremont, Wright and El Vista elementary
schools); Arizona; and Houston, Texas.

CONTACT INFORMATION
Research Contact

Robert E. Slavin

Nancy A. Madden

Center for Research on the Education of Students
Placed at Risk (CRESPAR)

Johns Hopkins University

3503 North Charles Street

Baltimore, MD 21218

(800) 548-4998, Fax (410) 516-8890
http://www.successforall.net
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Tech Prep: Texas

A Summary of:

EXECUTIVE SUMMARY: Evaluation of
Tech-Prep in Texas, January 1998

TECH-PREP IN TEXAS: Status Report/
Summary of Statewide Data on Programs
and Student Characteristics, an Update of
the Impact of the Tech-Prep Initiative in the

Governor’s 24 Planning Regions, August
1998

Overview

Asnoted in the previous summary, Tech-Prep was
initiated inthe early 1990’ sto encourage high school
graduatesto enter postsecondary education and
achieve an associate’' sdegree or two-year certificate
inatechnical field, such as engineering technology,
applied science, trade, mechanical, industrial or
practical art, agriculture, health or business.
Students al so have the opportunity to enter

bachel or’s degree programswhen interested. Title
I11E of the Carl D. Perkins Vocational and Applied
Technology Education Act of 1990 defined the
model and provided grantsfor the planning and
devel opment of Tech-Prep programsto consortia
formed by educational agenciesand postsecondary
institutions. Tech-Prep programs often providethe
foundation for school-to-career programs. In 1998,
Texas completed its sixth year of implementation of
Tech-Prep programs. The state currently has 25
consortiaand 505 state-approved associate'sdegree
programs.

POPULATION

In Texas, secondary school enrollment in Tech-
Prep programs has grown from 11,398 in
School Year 1993-94 to 68,922 in 1997-98. In
this same period, Tech-Prep enrollment grew
from 8,529 to 64,994 postsecondary students.
Tech-Prep programs are offered in 95.2 percent
of the counties and 78.3 percent of school
districts serving 95.5 percent of the K-12
students in the state. All the urban and most
suburban school districts have Tech-Prep
programs. However, the majority of the
programs are located in rural (32 percent) and
non-metro districts (26 percent). In 1996-97,
55 percent of the students enrolled in Tech-Prep
programs were white, 31 percent Hispanic and
11 percent African American; 37 percent were
classified as “at-risk,” 28 percent were
economically disadvantaged, and nearly eight
percent were special education students.

Evidence of Effectiveness

The evaluators compared studentsidentified by
school districtsas participating in Tech-Prep
programs (Tech-Prep students) with two other
groups of students: (1) studentstaking vocational
education credits, who were not participatingina
coherent sequence of courses approved as Tech-
Prep (other vocational students); and (2) students
who were not taking vocational credits (non-

vocational students). Theresultson the Texas
Assessment of Academic Skills(TAAS) from 1995
to 1997 show that studentsidentified as Tech-Prep
ingrade 10:

¢ increasedtheir overall passratesin al sections
of TAASby 16 percent while non-vocational
studentsimproved by 12.4 percent

American Youth Policy Forum



Raising Academic Acheivement 66

¢ increased passratesin the reading section of
TAASDby 12 percent, inwriting by four percent
and in math by 15 percent, compared to 9.6, 1.8
and 11.8 for non-vocational students

Data collected by the statewide Public Education
Information Management System (PEIM S) show
that studentsidentified as Tech-Prep studentshad a

+ 13 percent decrease in dropout rates (from 1.28
percent in 1994-95to 1.11 percent in 1996-97),
compared to asix percent decrease for non-
vocational students (from 1.75 to 1.64 percent)
and a 23 percent decrease for other vocational
students (from 2.18 to 1.67 percent)

+ 88 percent graduation rate since 1994-95,
compared to a 82 percent rate for non-
vocational and other vocational students

In afollow-up of three cohorts of high school
graduates, an average 75 percent of Tech-Prep and
70 percent of non-Tech-Prep students were located.

Thefollow-upindicated that:

+ 26 percent of Tech-Prep students are working
(non-vocational 23 percent; other vocational 30

percent)

+ 31 percent areworking and pursuing
postsecondary education (hon-vocational 25
percent; other vocational 27 percent)

+ 19 percent are pursuing postsecondary
education and not working (non-vocational 21
percent; other vocational 16 percent)

Representatives of school districtsoffering Tech-
Prep programsindicated that the programs have:

+  been of direct benefit to students (84 percent of
respondents)

+ increasedinterest in career and technology
education programsin their districts (78 percent)

Key Components

The key components of a Tech-Prep educational
programin Texasare:

+ formal articulation agreements between
secondary and postsecondary schools

¢ two or four years of secondary school plus two
yearsof higher education or an apprenticeship
program of at least two years (with acommon
core of required proficiency in mathematics,
science, communications and technol ogies)
leading to an associate' sdegree or certificateina
specific career field

¢ development of Tech-Prep education program
curriculaappropriate to the needs of consortium

participants

+ in-servicetraining for teachersto effectively
implement the curriculum

¢ training for counselorsto improve student
recruitment, graduation from the program and
job placement

¢ egual accessto thefull range of Tech-Prep
programsto membersof specia populations

¢ preparatory servicesto assist all program
participants

+ integrated occupationa and academiclearning

Although programsvary widely tofit local needs,
most Tech-Prep programs offer:

¢ ‘“seamless’ extension of coursesfrom high
school to postsecondary education or training,
usually at acommunity college

¢ integrated hands-on training with academics

American Youth Policy Forum



Raising Academic Acheivement 67

+ emphasison technology through venues such as
technology |aboratories

+ work-based experience, offered either through
collaboration with local employersor through
simulated worksite experiences at a school
approved to offer Tech-Prep

+ focusonindividualized career guidanceand
exploration

¢ partnershipswith school-to-work programsor
adoption of school-to-work components

+  job placement and assistance with transfer to
four-year universities

+ supportsfor minority students, thosewith
limited English proficiency, from low-income
families, re-entering school, or coming from
special education programs

Currently, 49 of the 50 community collegesand
community collegedistricts, all three campuses of
the Texas State Technical Collegeand al three
public, lower division postsecondary institutionsin
Texasareinvolved in Tech-Prep initiativesand have
approved Tech-Prep Associate of Applied Science
degree programs.

The most numerous programs arein business
management and administrative services (23.2
percent of postsecondary and 39.3 percent of
secondary program options), health professionsand
related science (16.6 and 8.9 percent respectively),
engineering-rel ated technologies (12.9 and 8.9
percent) and precision production trades (10.7 and
6.8 percent). Computer and information scienceis
popular at the secondary level (13.3 percent), but
lessin the postsecondary institutions (5.9 percent).

Contributing Factors

Partnership Development

Theimplementation of Tech-Prep in Texas has
contributed to increased involvement of business,
industry, labor and the community at largein
education. In 1997, 47 percent of Tech-Prep
governing boards were composed of business,
industry and labor representatives, 37 percent were
education representatives, and 16 percent were
community members. Partnerships between
secondary and postsecondary education have
improved course articulation, integration of program
content and professional development.

Clear Educational Goals

Survey participants considered that Tech-Prep better
prepares students for work and postsecondary
education and providesgreater focusand clearer
goalsfor students. Participantsalso agreed that
Tech-Prep programs have increased the awareness
of career and technology education and improvedits
image throughout the state, evenin districtsthat do
not have Tech-Prep programs.

Postsecondary Connections

Tech-Prep programs go beyond high school yearsto
include two years of postsecondary education. The
curriculacontain acommon core of academic and
technology education. Studentsare encouraged to
completetherequired creditsfor the morerigorous
graduation plan (Recommended High School
Program) or the advanced plan (Distinguished
Advancement Plan). Upon completion of the
associate's degree, they can aso transfer to afour-
year ingtitution to earn abachel or’ s degree.

Supporting Activities

Teachers, both in academic and technical courses,
and counselors at the secondary and postsecondary
levelsareinvolvedintraining activities provided by
each Tech-Prep consortium. These activitiesfocus
on professional development aswell as student
recruitment, achievement and job placement.
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STUDY METHODOLOGY

A statewide survey was conducted with
representatives of 600 of the 691 independent
school districts in Texas approved to offer Tech-
Prep programs (89.4 percent return rate), and
168 of the 282 school districts not approved to
offer the programs (60 percent return rate). The
survey covered all the essential elements of a
Tech-Prep program. In addition, researchers
used the Public Education Information
Management System (PEIMS) database to
evaluate student outcomes, using the School Year
1994-95 as baseline. The report also
incorporates results of previous evaluation studies
and input from Tech-Prep consortium personnel,
representatives of agencies developing the
programs and state agency staff.

EVALUATION FUNDING

Both evaluations by the Region V Education
Service Center (Beaumont, TX), Carrie H. Brown,
Project Director. The Texas Higher Education
Coordinating Board with funds provided by the
Carl D. Perkins Vocational and Applied
Technology Education Act of 1990.

GEOGRAPHIC AREAS

Tech-Prep programs are offered in more than
6,000 school districts nationwide. This study
reflects the implementation of Tech-Prep in Texas.

CONTACT INFORMATION

Research Contact

Carrie Brown, Ph.D.

Project Director

Statewide Tech-Prep Leadership and Evaluation
Region V Education Service Center

2295 Delaware Street

Beaumont, TX 77703

(409) 875-3823, Fax (409) 833-9755
brownpen@Lcc.net
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Turner Technical Arts High School:
Florida

A Summary of:

WILLIAM H. TURNER TECHNICAL ARTS
HIGH SCHOOL: Two for One and One for

All, 1998, The New Urban High School: A
Practitioner’s Guide, The Big Picture Company
and the U.S. Department of Education, Office of
Vocational and Adult Education

WILLIAMH. TURNER TECHNICAL ARTS

HIGH SCHOOL: A Statistical Profile, 1998,
Internal Document

Overview

William H. Turner Technical ArtsHigh School
(Turner Tech) was founded in 1993 to provide
inner-city youth with high academic and technical
skillsto prepare them for the 21st Century.
Students who graduate from Turner Tech earn both
ahigh school diplomaand an industry-recognized
certification. The school isoperated by Miami-Dade
County Public Schools and draws students from the
entire county. Studentswho apply to the school are
chosen on threecriteria: attendance, conduct, and
technical interest.

POPULATION

During School Year (SY) 1995-96, Turner Tech
served 1,856 students. In SY 1997-98, this
number increased to 2,073 students. The
majority of students were African American
(57.4 percent), followed by Hispanic (36.5
percent). The proportion of white students has
increased from 4.0 percent in SY 1996-97 to
5.3 percent in SY 1997-98. The proportion of
students from other racial/ethnic backgrounds
have increased in the same period from 0.4
percent to 0.8 percent. The majority of the
students come from low-income areas and 85
percent qualify for free or reduced -price lunch.
The school has 100 teachers, 55 percent of
whom are white, 25 percent African American
and 17 percent Hispanic.

Evidence of Effectiveness

Follow-up studies of thefirst Turner Tech
graduating class of 184 studentsin 1996 showed
that:

¢ 63.1 percent were enrolled in two- or four-year
colleges

¢ 10.3 percent went to atechnical/trade school

¢ 11.4 percent wereworking on jobsrelated to
their field of study

¢ 2.7 percent had joined a branch of the armed
forces

Follow-up studies of the 1997 graduating class, with
397 graduates, showed that:
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¢ 715 percent were enrolled in two- or four-year
colleges

+ 11.8 percent were working on jobsrelated to
their field of study

+ 6.8 percent went to atechnical/trade school

When compared to other Miami-Dade County high
schools, Turner Tech has been:

+ consistently below the district’sdropout rate
(2.7 percent vs. 8.85 percent)

¢ ator abovethe school district’s average score
for the High School Competency Test
administered to all 11th grade studentsinthe
state (for the 1996 test, Turner Tech students
averaged 73 in the communications part of the
test and 66 in the mathematics test compared to
thedistrict’'saverage of 67 and 66, respectively)

When Turner Tech 10th graders are compared to
their statewide peerson the FloridaWriting
Assessment tests:

* 92.7 percent vs. 85.6 percent scored at 3.0 level
or better in the Writing to Convince part of the
test

+ 87.6 percent vs. 86.7 percent scored at 3.0 level
or better in the Writing to Explain part of the test

Anoverview of the scholarships provided by the
Miami-Dade County Public Schools College
Assistance Program to Turner Tech students shows
anincreasein:

+  number (in 1996, 62 studentsreceived
scholarships, increasingto 178in 1997, and 218
in 1998)

* percentage of academic scholarships(in 1996,
67 percent of the scholarshipswere academic,
increasing to 93.8 percent in 1997, and 94.2
percent in 1998)

Turner Tech has been recognized by many
organizations asamodel school and was nominated
asone of thetop ten New American High Schools
(U.S. Department of Education); one of thefive
New Urban High Schools (U.S. Department of
Education and The Big Picture Company); and one
of thefive national modelsof school restructuring
(American Federation of Teachers).

Key Components

Currently, Turner Tech offers seven academies:
Agriscience, Applied Business Technology, Hedlth,
Industrial Technology, NAF/Fannie Mae
Foundation/Academy of Finance, Public Service/
Television Production, and Residential Construction.
The school isalso researching the possibility of
developing aprogram in mediaproduction.
Students sel ect one of the academies as freshmen
and select one of 22 areas of speciaizationintheir
sophomore year. The basic elements of Turner
Tech’'seducationa program are:

+ anintegrated curriculum, where academic
subjects are blended into the career magjor
(students must compl ete a sequence of core and
technical coursesto graduate)

+ a“twofor one’ diploma(studentsreceive both
ahigh school diplomaand anindustry
certification)

+ hands-on experiencesin actual workplacesand
school-based enterprises

+ teamwork (both students and teacherswork in
teams)

+ programs based on job market projectionsand
future job demand as determined by the U.S.
Department of Labor
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Contributing Factors

TeachersasGeneralists

Teachersand administrators shareteaching,
administrative and counseling duties. Inadditionto
their usual functions, teachers and administrators
plan the units, devel op curriculum and standards,
counsel and guide students, and are expected to be
rolemodels.

Employer I nvolvement

Each academy has an advisory committee composed
of local businessand industry representatives. The
committee advises on the skills students need to
succeed intheworkplace, in addition to offering
internships and other opportunitiesto exposethe
studentsto real-world situations.

Learning Through Occupation

By exposing al studentsto academic and vocational
subjects, Turner Tech eliminatesthetraditional
division between college-bound and non-college-
bound students. The number of Turner Tech
students who pursue postsecondary studies shows
that vocational training, when associated with high
academic standards, isno deterrent to further
education.

StudentsasWorkers

Studentslearn work-related skillsin all aspects of
their school life. They are expected to demonstrate
mastery on district, state, and national tests, and are
required to maintain proper behaviorswith an
emphasison integrity, trust and tolerance.

STUDY METHODOLOGY

For The New Urban High School, The Big Picture
Company’s staff visited 23 “highly regarded”
urban high schools in 16 cities focusing on six
basic elements: work-based learning, vocational-
academic integration, mentoring, post-secondary
links, career exploration, and supportive learning
environments. The schools included in the report
were considered for developing programs that
excelled on these basic elements. The Statistical
Profile includes follow-up studies of graduating
students and data on school attendance, dropout
and academic performance compiled by the
Miami-Dade County Public Schools.

GEOGRAPHIC AREAS
William H. Turner Technical Arts High School is
located in Miami-Dade County, FL.

CONTACT INFORMATION
Research Contact

Rob Riordan, Project Director

The Big Picture Company

118 Magazine Street

Cambridge, MA 02138

(617) 492-5335, Fax (617) 492-3399

www.bpic.org

Implementing Contact

Darrel P. Berteaux, Principal

10151 N.W. 19th Avenue

Miami, FL 33147-1315

(305) 691-8324; Fax (305) 693-9463
www.dade.k12.fl.us/whtts
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Union City School District: New Jersey

A Summary of:

UNION CITY INTERACTIVE MULTIMEDIA
EDUCATION TRIAL: 1993 - 1995 Summary

Report, April 1996, CCT Reports, Issue No. 3, by
Margaret Honey and Andres Henriquez

THE UNION CITY STORY: Education
Reform and Technology, Students’
Performance on Standardized Tests, April
1998, CCT Reports, by Han-Hua Chang, Margaret
Honey, Daniel Light, Babette Moeller, and Nancy
Ross

Overview

Thissummary examinesthe results of two
simultaneousinitiatives undertaken in Union City
School District, New Jersey. In 1989, Union City
was declared aspecial-needs district and was
threatened with atake-over by the state. In
response, the school district developed afive-year
improvement plan, which included comprehensive
curriculum reform, cooperative learning and teacher
teams. Thisplan attracted Bell Atlantic-New Jersey,
which waslooking for asiteto test aproject for
bringing technol ogy to schoolsand communities
through telephone networks. In Fall 1993, Bell
Atlanticinitiated apilot program at Christopher
Columbus Middle School by supplying computersto
the school and the homes of its seventh grade
students and teachers. Asthe students advanced to
high school, the company added support for
participating teachers. TheDistrict later expanded
thetechnology trial into acomprehensive school and

POPULATION

Union City, New Jersey, is the most densely
populated city in the United States. Most of its
60,000 residents are immigrants from Cuba,
and other Central and South America countries.
The city has been classified as one of the 92
most impoverished communities in the United
States, with 27.5 percent of its children below
the poverty line. Union City School District
serves approximately 9,000 students. Ninety-
two percent of the students are Spanish-
speaking. The pilot technology program served
135 seventh grade students and their families
and 20 teachers at the Christopher Columbus
Middle School, one of 11 schools in the district.

community-network covering all eleven schoolsin
thedistrict. The network, known as Union City
Online, wasfunded by the National Science
Foundation.

Evidence of Effectiveness

Between 1989 and 1997, the combination of new
curriculum, teaching methods and theinfusion of
technology, resulted in astatistically significant:

+ decreasein the student-mobility rate (from 44
percent in 1989 to 22 percent in 1995)

* improvement in standardized test scoresfor
elementary school students (first grade students
increased their scores by 45 percentile pointsin
reading, 34 percentile pointsinwriting, and 18
percentile pointsin math; fourth grade students
increased their scoresby 14 percentile pointsin
writing)
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+ increasein test scoresfor middle school students
(between 1992 and 1995 reading scores
improved by 53.6 percent, writing scores by
42.9 percent, and math scores by 29 percent)

Thepilot technology program helped toimprove:

¢ communication among participants (teachers
reported using the network to exchangeideas,
planjoint projects, hel p substitutes maintain
continuity, and communicate with students and
parents; parents used the network to direct
guestions and commentsto school staff)

+ overdl performancefor studentsat the pilot
technology school (more ColumbusMiddle
School studentsqualified for the honors
program and passed New Jersey’s Early
Warning Tests than students from other schools;
intense and sustained accessto technology had a
particularly strong impact onwriting skills)

“This unique institution of learning exemplifies
the future school. The technology trial
continues to have a major impact on students’
accessibility to knowledge. It is truly a school
without walls. Accessing the Internet permits
the acquisition of global knowledge.”

Robert Fazio, Columbus Middle School

In 1989, the state threatened to take over Union
City schools because of alarge number of
deficiencies. In 1995, Union City students scored
27 percentile points above studentsin other special
needs districts on the Early Warning Test. Asa
result of the comprehensive reforms, the New
Jersey State Department of Education ended its
monitoring proceduresand fully certified the Union
City School District.

Key Components

Thereformsbegan in elementary gradesand
additional classroomswere added each year until all
gradelevelswereaffected. Similarly, thetechnology
program wasinitiated with Bell Atlantic’sdonation
of 44 computersto Columbus Middle School, with
an additional 66 computersavailablefor use by
students and teachers. Currently, Union City isone
of the most wired urban school districtsin the
country. Thereformsrelied on four major elements:

+ comprehensive curriculum reform based on a
wholelanguage approach, geared toward
cooperativelearning, devel oped by teams of
teachers, and designed to be phased in gradually

+ magjor scheduling changes (blocks of time of 74
to 111 minutesreplaced 37 minute periodsand
al “pull out” programsto provideremediation
wereeliminated)

¢ increasedin-servicetraining (theteachersat
Columbus Middle School weretrained in use of
computersand network environments; this
training was expanded to all school staff and
parents, and isnow offered community-wide)

+ infusion of technology (by 1997, all 11 District
schoolswerelinked in anetwork of morethan
2,000 personal computersin classrooms, teacher
and student homes, computer |abs and media
centers)

Contributing Factors

Strong Collaboration among All Partners
Theproject involved collaboration among the
schools, community membersand Bell Atlantic.
The Board of Education supplied funding for

multimedianeeds and supported teacher training and
timefor teacher curriculum devel opment meetings.
Teacherswereinvolved at every level of reform.
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Parental Participation

A “Parent University,” created as part of the district-
widereform plans, offersavariety of servicesto
parents, including math, science and computer
classes, ESL classes, and parenting skillsworkshops.

Increased Funding

The budget for the Union City School District
increased from $37.8 millionin 1989 to $100 million
in 1997. Much of thisincrease was aresult of New
Jersey’sQuality Education Act designed to eliminate
some of the disparities between poorer and wealthier
districts. A grant from the National Science
Foundation, combined with additional funding from
the state of New Jersey and the school district,
enhanced thedistrict’ stechnical infrastructure.

STUDY METHODOLOGY

The impact of the enhanced technology was
assessed by comparing test scores of students
who had access to technology at home and at
school with test scores of those who had access
only at school. The impact of the educational
reforms were evaluated by comparing student
performance on standardized tests before and
after the reforms were put in place. The impact of
the reform on staff and parents was assessed
through interviews.

EVALUATION FUNDING

Bell Atlantic-New Jersey Foundation, The Jerry
Lee Foundation and the National Science
Foundation.

GEOGRAPHIC AREAS
Union City, NJ.

CONTACT INFORMATION
Research Contact

Margaret Honey, Co-Director
Center for Children & Technology

19 Morton Street

New York, NY 10014

(212) 807-4209, Fax (212) 633-8804
mhoney@tristram.edc.org

http://www?2.edc.org/CCT/cctweb/

Implementing Contact

Fred Carrigg

Executive Director of Academic Programs
Union City Board of Education

3912 Bergen Turnpike

Union City, NJ 07087

(201) 348-5671
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Upward Bound

A Summary of:

THE SHORT TERM IMPACT OF UPWARD

BOUND: an Interim Report, February 1997, by
David Myers and Allen Schrim

A 1990'S VIEW OF UPWARD BOUND:
Programs Offered, Students Served, and

Operational Issues, February 1997, by Mary T.
Moore

Overview

Upward Bound (hereafter UB) isafederal initiative
designed to increase opportunitiesfor disadvantaged
youth to attend college. UB providesacademic
courses, tutoring and counseling during the school
year, aswell asanintensive, college-oriented
summer program. Asone of thefederal TRIO
programs, UB isfunded under Title 1V of the Higher
Education Act of 1965 to help students overcome
class, social, academic and cultural barriersto higher
education. [Four other TRIO programswork with
low-income and first-generation studentsat different
stages of the educational pipeline. Talent Search
and Educational Opportunity Centersprovideless
intensive collegeinformation servicesto young
people and adultsrespectively. Student Support

POPULATION

More than 600 UB projects serve 42,000
disadvantaged students as measured by income
(family incomes at under 150 percent of the
poverty line) or by parents’ educational status
(neither parent has graduated from college).
Nearly three-fifths of the participants are
African American, one-fifth are white, and
one-eighth are Latino; 59 percent are female.

Services supportsretention and graduation of low-
income, first-generation and disabled studentsin
college. TheRonald E. McNair Post-baccalaureate
Achievement Program prepares|ow-income and
first-generation college studentsfor doctoral

programs.]

Evidence of Effectiveness

The U.S. Department of Education commissioned a
six-year experimental study of program impacts, of
which thisreport istheinitial phase. Thisreport
focuses on thefirst few years of high school and
assesses short-term impacts. It found thefollowing
statistically significant impacts:

¢ Duringtheir first year of participation, UB
students earned:

- about onemore high school credit (in
Carnegie units) than control group members

- morecreditsthan control group membersin
science (0.18), mathematics (0.16), English
(0.26), foreign languages (0.13) and social
studies (0.22)

- morecreditsthan control group membersin
vocational education and remedial
mathematics courses

¢ UB studentswho had lower initial educational
expectations (did not expect to completea
four-year degree) earned substantially more
creditsthan similar control group members,
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surpassing the number of credits morethan
similar control group membersthat UB students
with higher initial educational expectations
(expected to complete at least afour-year
degree) earned:

- 0.6vs. 0.1 more creditsin mathematics

- 0.8vs. 0.1 morecreditsin English and
Social Studies

- 3.1vs. 0.5morecreditsacross al academic
subjects.

¢ UB studentswho were Hispanic gained more
than 2 credits, compared to gains of lessthan
0.5 creditsfor African American and white
students.

UB course content appearsto be academically
serious.

+ themajority of the projects prescribe either a
foundation set of courses (reading, writing,
Algebral and I1), or mathematics/science
courses (precalculus, calculusand sciencein
addition to the foundation courses)

¢ 50 percent of the projects offer more than 17
academic coursesin the summer and 10 during
theregular school year

¢ morethan two-thirds of the projectsfocuson
college-prep or enrichment programs

Nevertheless, alarge percentage of UB students
leavein thefirst year. About 32 percent of those
who entered the program before the summer of
1993 had | eft by the end of the 1993-1994 academic
year. Projecting from the experience of all students
in the study, Mathematica concluded that 37 percent
of UB participantswill leavewithin thefirst year.

Although both the program and control groups
experienced adeclineintheir educational
expectations over the course of the study, the
declinewas much steeper for the control group.
Similarly, the educational expectationsthat control
group parentshad for their children declined at a
sharper rate than did the expectations of UB parents.

The averagefederal cost per student in 1996 was
$3,800 (in 1996 dollars).

Key Components

Most students enter UB in their freshman or
sophomoreyears. They participatein weekly
activitiesduring the school year and anintensive
summer program designed to simulate college. The
projects are usually hosted by two- or four-year
colleges, although some are hosted by
community-based organizationsand high schools.
UB isfocused on academic preparation through
enhancing the high school curriculum (often through
offering academic coursesin addition to those taken
at high school) and emulating acollege-level
experience. Most projects provide alarge range of
support services, including tutoring, counseling,
planning for financial aid, career planning, cultural

“Despite increases in overall levels of college
attendance, a considerable gap remains
between the postsecondary participation and
completion rates of disadvantaged students
and those of their more advantaged peers.
Upward Bound is one of the main components
of the federal government’s enduring
commitment to reduce this gap.”

Mathematica

awareness programs, and stipends. UB projects
tend to focus their efforts on the student--not the
school system or the family.
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Contributing Factors

Employment Considerations

In some cases, students declined to enter aUB
program or left during thefirst year for reasons
related to employment. If there were more
opportunitiesto gain work experience or workplace
skillsthrough the program, the retention rate might
behigher. Anearlier study—*The Nationa
Evaluation of UB: Grantee Survey Report,”
September 1995, Nancy Fasciano and Jon Jacobson
(Mathematica), submitted to US Department of
Education—showed that the retention rate was
higher in programsthat offered year-round work
experiencethan in those with lessthan afull-
yearwork component.

Studentswith Lower Expectations Left UB in
Greater Numbers

Studentswho were not planning to completea
college degreewere morelikely to leave the program
inthefirst year.

Race/Ethnicity | sa Factor in Students' Leaving
Asian studentswere only one-third aslikely as
African American studentsto leave UB, and Native
American studentsonly half aslikely toleaveas

“...our initial look does suggest that larger
impacts may be possible if Upward Bound
projects were better able to hold students in
the program, particularly students with low
initial expectations...One approach for
retaining these students is to place more direct
emphasis on raising expectations of
lower-aspiration students so that they see the
possibilities available to them if they remain in
school for a longer period. Another
mechanism for retaining participants may be
the provision of employment opportunities
during the summer and school year.”
Mathematica

African American students. Thesetwo groupswere
also morelikely to participateinitially than African
American students.

Early I ntervention I mproves Participation

UB recruited studentsin the 8th, 9th, 10th and 11th
grades. Researchersfound that studentstargeted by
recruitment effortsin the upper gradeswere less
likely to participatein UB when giventhe
opportunity to do so.

STUDY METHODOLOGY

From a representative sample of 67 UB projects,
2,800 eligible applicants were randomly assigned
to either UB or a control group. Researchers
compared the two groups by analyzing data from
a longitudinal student survey, high school
transcripts, service records, surveys of the project
director and the high schools from which students
were recruited, site visits and program records.

EVALUATION FUNDING

Both studies by Mathematica Policy Research,
Inc. (Washington, DC office). Both evaluations
funded by U.S. Department of Education.

GEOGRAPHIC AREAS
UB programs are in communities nationwide.

CONTACT INFORMATION
Research Organization

David E. Myers

Mathematica Policy Research, Inc.
Washington, DC office

600 Maryland Ave., SW
Washington, DC 20024

(202) 484-9220, Fax (202) 863-1763
www.mathematica-mpr.com

Implementing Organization

David Goodwin

Planning and Evaluation Services

U.S. Department of Education

Office of the Under Secretary

600 Independence Avenue, SW, Room 4131
Washington, D.C. 20202-8240

(202) 401-0263, Fax (202) 401-5943
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Youth River Watch: Austin, TX

A Summary of:

A River Runs Through It: Austin Youth

River Watch, Final Report 1993-94, December
1994, Office of Research and Evaluation, Austin
Independent School District, Texas, by Jeannine
Turner

Overview

The Colorado River Watch Foundation (CRWF) isa
not-for-profit organization dedicated to the scientific
study, preservation, and conservation of the
Colorado River. 1n 1991, CRWF proposed that the
City of Austin develop aprograminvolving at-risk
minority studentsin river monitoring activities, the
Austin Youth River Watch Program (AYRWP). The
program hasthree major goals: toimprovethe
water quality of the Colorado River and its
tributaries; to reduce the dropout potential of
studentsthrough positive role model interaction; and
to increasethe participation of minority studentsin
critical environmental issuesand intechnical careers
that require an understanding of scienceand
mathematics.

POPULATION

The outcomes provided in this evaluation apply
to the 47 AYRWP participants during School
Year 1993-94. Participants were 12 to 19 years
of age and in grades 6 to 12. Seventeen were
participating for their second year. Ninety-two
percent of the students were identified as being
at risk of dropping out of school, and 47 percent
were over-aged for their grade level. Fifty-two
percent of the trainees and 50 percent of the
mentors were female. Twenty-three (50
percent) of the students were African
American, 21 Hispanic, one Asian and one
white. The ethnic composition of the mentors
was four Hispanics, three African Americans,
two whites and one Asian.

Evidence of Effectiveness

The47 participantsin AY RWPin 1993-94 came
from eight areapublic schools, aprivate middle
school, and alearning center; one participant was
home schooled. Datawas collected only for the 43
in public schools. When Austin Independent School
District studentswho participated in the program
were compared with similar studentswho did not
participate, AY RWP participantswere found to:

+ bemorelikely to advanceto the next grade level
(only 2.9 percent of participantswere
recommended to be retained in the same grade
level, compared to 9.2 percent of non-

participants)

¢ belesslikely to dropout of school (no program
participant dropped out, compared to the

average dropout rate of 8.8 percent for the
schooal district)

+ haveahigher Grade Point Average (GPA for
participantsduring Fall 1993 was82.3, and for
Spring 1994 was 81.8, compared to 79.2 and
79.3 for non-participants)

Also of note, eight of the seventeen 1992-93
participantswho continued in 1993-94 were
promoted to mentor positions.

The program was funded by the City of Austin with
money from the water and wastewater utility rates,
electric utility ratesand drainagefees. Total funding
for the program in 1993-1994 was $82,303, at a
cost of $1,789 per student.
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Key Components

AY RWP engages studentsin learning by involving
theminreal-lifeactivities. Studentsareresponsible
for conducting water quality testsin the Colorado
River and itstributaries. To conduct thetests, the
students must:

+ usemathematics, calculationsand
measurements

+ understand chemical reactions

+ writereportsthat are sent to the Lower
Colorado River Authority and added toits
database

¢ present their studies at aschool symposium and
at theannual river watch symposium

Eleventh and twelfth-grade students, experienced in
river water monitoring, are hired to work with the
younger at-risk “trainees.” The mentors conduct
chemical and biological monitoring with thetrainees

at adesignated monitoring station located on one of
the 22 creeksthat feed into the Colorado River.
Mentors are paid to tutor the traineesin mathematics
and/or science for at least two hours per week and
to perform the water quality tests.

The program runs Monday through Friday after
regular school. Participantsare recruited among at-
risk students. They can enroll in the program
directly, or be recommended by teachers, parents or
friends. Newly recruited students have athree-
month probation period before being added to the
roster. Middle school studentswho remain past the
probationary period aretreated asfull membersand
arealso paidfor their participation in the water
quality testsand in the tutoring sessions.
Participantsareinvolved in social activitiesthat have
water quality asthe central theme. At the Annual
Spring Student River Watch Symposium,
participants present their monitoring datato
community leadersand professional scientists.

Contributing Factors

I mmediate Outcomes

Studentswere able to seeimprovementsin their
own behavior in ashort period of time. Severa
reported that the program kept them “ out of trouble”
and “ off the streets,” while providing experiences,
knowledge and gainful activities. Othersindicated
greater interest in science and intheir own future
after participating in the program.

Service to Community

Thestudents' participation has expanded and
enhanced the water quality database of the Colorado
River and itstributaries and hel ped the monitoring
process of the water that serves their own
communities.

Reality-Based Learning

Studentsfelt that the activitieswere useful and
provided them with basic knowledge of
mathematics, science, environmental issuesand

English. “Through theriver watch, I’ ve heard about
more environmental issues and my knowledge about
them hasincreased,” declared one student. “We use
math to figure out the [test] results, science to know
what we are doing to help our Earth, and English to
writein our journal about what wedid,” wrote
another.

Enrichment Activities

To the question, “What did you most enjoy about
your participation?’ astudent commented: “ That it
is helping meto learn more about science, and [|
like] themoney.” Ancther student enjoyed
“learn[ing] new things and meet[ing] new people.”
Some students emphasi zed the trips and the picnics.
Otherscited the workshops, symposium and
seminarsthat they had attended. A student
observed that “it'sfun, becauseit’slike ajob, but
not really.”
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STUDY METHODOLOGY

The researchers used interviews, student rosters,
questionnaires and student data files to obtain
information about student characteristics, grades,
perceptions of program benefits and program
activities. They also used the Generic Evaluation
System (GENESYS) to compare the dropout and
retainee statuses of participants with that of the
overall school district. GENESYS is a program
used by the Austin Independent School Ddistrict’s
Office of Program Evaluation to evaluate the
effectiveness of dropout prevention programs.

EVALUATION FUNDING
The Austin Independent School District.

GEOGRAPHIC AREAS

The students and mentors worked in monitoring
stations across the City of Austin, TX.

CONTACT INFORMATION

Research Contact

Ralph J. Smith

Austin Independent School District

Office of Program Evaluation

1111 West 6th Street

Austin, TX 78703

(512) 414-3631, Fax (512) 414-1707
rismith@austin.isd.tenet.edu
http://www.austin.isd.tenet.edu/admin/ope/
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Raising Academic Achievement

(L ong Term Support

Oneto Five Years
Conituesfrom Grades 9-12
Focuson Academic Transitions
Post-Graduation Support

(High Standards b - — —
For Youth, Program & Staff Experiential Learning
Advanced Level Courses Multicultural Awareness
College Prep Classes Community Service
Eliminate Tracking Internships
Technology Focus Project-Based Learning
Staff/Volunteer Training Contextua Learning
Program Evaluation . Career Focus/Planning

kOngoi ng Student Monitoring St r at egl €S Of - ~

Successful
Programs
4 . ) 4 . R
Per sonalized Attention Innovative Structure
School-Within-a-School Flexible Schedules
Small Classes Employer Involvement
Small Groups Parentson Advisory Board
Mentoring Summer Institutes
Tutoring After School Programs
Counsdling Academic and Vocational
Individualized Job/College Teacher Teams
Placement Cultural Activities
0 J & J

The key to successis not any one of these stratagies, but rather a mix of elements from the five strategies
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Contact Information

AVID Center

2490 Heritage Park Row

San Diego, CA 92110

(619) 682-5057, Fax (619) 682-5060
http://www.avidcenter.org

Darrel P. Berteaux, Principal

10151 N.W. 19th Avenue

Miami, FL 33147-1315

(305) 691-8324; Fax (305) 693-9463
www.dade k12 fl.uswhtts

Gene Bottoms

Senior VicePresident

Southern Regional Education Board
High Schoolsthat Work

592 Tenth St., NW

Atlanta, GA 30318-5790

(404) 875-9211, Fax (404) 872-1477
gene.bottoms@sreb.org
http:/Mmww.sreb.org

Carrie Brown, Ph.D.

Project Director

Statewide Tech-Prep Leadership and Evaluation
Region V Education Service Center

2295 Delaware Street

Beaumont, TX 77703

(409) 875-3823, Fax (409) 833-9755
brownpen@L cc.net

Yvonne Butchee, Executive Director

“I HaveaDream” Foundation - Chicago
1335 W. Harrison St.

Chicago, IL 60607-3318

(312) 421-4423, Fax (312) 421-2741
Dreamchgo@aol.com
http://www.ihad.org

Mylo Carbia-Puig

Director, Prevention Services
Boys& GirlsClubsof America
1230 West Peachtree Street NW
Atlanta, GA 30309-3447

(404) 815-5766, Fax (404)815-5789

www.bgca.org
M CPuig@bgca.or g

Fred Carrigg

Executive Director of Academic Programs
Union City Board of Education

3912 Bergen Turnpike

Union City, NJ07087

(201) 348-5671

Bradford Chaney, Senior Analyst
Westat, Inc.

1650 Research Blvd.

Rockville, MD 20850

(301) 251-1500, Fax (301) 294-2040
www.westat.com

David Goodwin

Planning and Eval uation Service

U.S. Department of Education

Office of the Under Secretary

600 Independence Avenue, SW, Room 4131
Washington, D.C. 20202_8240

(202) 401_0263, Fax (202) 401-5943

Andrew Hahn

Center for Human Resources

Heller Graduate School, BrandeisUniversity
Waltham, MA 02254-9110

(617) 736_3774, Fax (617) 736_3851
graduateschool.heller.brandeis.edu/chr/
index.html
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Lawrence M. Hanser, Ph.D.

RAND

1700 Main Street, PO Box 2138

SantaMonica, CA 90407-2138

(310) 393-0411, ext. 7470, Fax (310) 451-7039
http://Mmwww.rand.org

Margaret Honey, Co-Director

Center for Children & Technology
19 Morton Street

New York, NY 10014

(212) 807-4209, Fax (212) 633-8304
mhoney@tristram.edc.org
http://www?2.edc.or o/ CCT/cctweb/

Amy Johnson

Institute for Research on Higher Education
University of Pennsylvania

4200 Pine Street, 5A

Philadel phia, PA 19104-4090

(215) 898-4585, Fax (215) 898-9876

Joseph Kahne, Professor
Department of Education
MillsCollege

5000 MacArthur Blvd.

Oakland, CA 94613-1301

(510) 430-3275, Fax (510) 430-3119
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